An Investigation of the Relationships Among Supervisory Expertise of the Principal, Teacher Autonomy and Environmental Robustness of the School. by Street, Mary Sue
Louisiana State University
LSU Digital Commons
LSU Historical Dissertations and Theses Graduate School
1988
An Investigation of the Relationships Among
Supervisory Expertise of the Principal, Teacher
Autonomy and Environmental Robustness of the
School.
Mary Sue Street
Louisiana State University and Agricultural & Mechanical College
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.lsu.edu/gradschool_disstheses
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate School at LSU Digital Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in
LSU Historical Dissertations and Theses by an authorized administrator of LSU Digital Commons. For more information, please contact
gradetd@lsu.edu.
Recommended Citation
Street, Mary Sue, "An Investigation of the Relationships Among Supervisory Expertise of the Principal, Teacher Autonomy and
Environmental Robustness of the School." (1988). LSU Historical Dissertations and Theses. 4682.
https://digitalcommons.lsu.edu/gradschool_disstheses/4682
INFORMATION TO USERS
The most advanced technology has been used to photo­
graph and reproduce this manuscript from the microfilm 
master. UMI films the text directly from the original or 
copy submitted. Thus, some thesis and dissertation copies 
are in typewriter face, while others may be from any type 
of computer printer.
The quality  of th is  reproduction is dependent upon the 
quality of the copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, 
colored or poor quality  illustrations and photographs, 
print bleedthrough, substandard margins, and improper 
alignment can adversely affect reproduction.
In the unlikely event tha t the author did not send UMI a 
complete manuscript and there are missing pages, these 
will be noted. Also, if  unauthorized copyright m aterial 
had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion.
Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are re­
produced by sectioning the  original, beginning at the 
upper left-hand corner and continuing from left to right in 
equal sections with small overlaps. Each original is also 
photographed in one exposure and is included in reduced 
form at the back of the book. These are also available as 
one exposure on a standard 35mm slide or as a 17" x 23" 
black and w hite photographic p rin t for an additional 
charge.
Photographs included in the original m anuscript have 
been reproduced xerographically in th is copy. H igher 
quality 6" x 9" black and white photographic p rin ts are 
available for any photographs or illustrations appearing 
in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly 
to order.
University Microfilms International 
A Bell & Howell Information Company 
300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346 USA 
313/761-4700 800/521-0600

Order Num ber 8917861
A n  investigation o f th e  relationships am ong supervisory  
expertise o f th e  principal, teacher autonom y and environm ental 
robustness o f the school
Street, Mary Sue, Ph.D.
The Louisiana State University and Agricultural and Mechanical Col., 1988
300 N. ZeebRd.
Ann Arbor, MI 48106

AN INVESTIGATION OF THE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG 
SUPERVISORY EXPERTISE OF THE PRINCIPAL, TEACHER 
AUTONOMY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ROBUSTNESS OF THE SCHOOL
A D lssertatIon
Submitted to the Graduate Faculty of the 
Louisiana State University and 
A gricu ltura l and Mechanical College 
In p a r t ia l  fu l f i l lm e n t  of the 
requirements for the degree of 
Doctor of Philosophy
In
The Department of Administrative and Foundational Services
by
Mary Sue Street
B .S .,  Louisiana State U nivers ity , 1974 
M.Ed., Louisiana State U nivers ity , 1980 
December, 1988
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
As is true with most major undertakings, th is  d issertation  
study was not inspired, developed and completed alone. Therefore, I 
would l ike  to acknowledge those who have contributed at various 
times or throughout, both d ire c t ly  and In d ire c t ly  toward the 
completion of my doctoral studies which culminated In th is  
dlsserta ion .
From the time I a c t iv e ly  began my doctoral studies, a special 
group of people became very Important and I would l ike  to 
acknowledge them f i r s t .  I 'd  l ike  to thank Joe L lca ta , for Inspiring  
me to begin a doctoral program and for serving as my chairman at the 
beginning and at the end of my doctoral studies. His influence and 
guidance served me w e ll .  Next, I 'd  like  to thank B i l l  Greenfield ,
who served as my chairman for a short time during proposal stage and
was wonderful In helping me keep the whole project In perspective. 
I 'd  also l ike  to thank Chad E l le t t  who inspired th is  d isserta tion  
topic and guided me through the p i lo t  study. I 'd  l ike  to thank Chad 
for providlng/creatlng/uncoverIng In teresting learning opportunities  
throughout my doctoral studies and for t e l l in g  me I could do things 
that I thought I could not do and therefore, learned how to do.
Special thanks also are in order to the other members of my 
committee, Drs. Kim MacGregor, Dirk S te iner, Terry Geske, Richard 
Lomax, and M itche ll Rice. Thank you for your helpful suggestions
and support. I 'd  also like  to thank Diana Pounder for her
assistance and advice as she served on my committee e a r l ie r  In my 
program.
i i
I'm also very appreciative of the technical help I received 
during my d iss erta t io n  study and at other times througout my 
doctoral studies and a c t iv i t ie s .  Special thanks to N it ln  Naik for 
his assistance In s t a t is t ic a l  analyses. I 'd  l ik e  to also thank Gall 
P it re  and Debbie Hernandez for the ir  typing and workprocesslng 
assistance.
Besides those who helped In o f f ic ia l  cap ac it ies , another group 
emerged to lend Informal support through d i f f i c u l t  times as well as 
times to ce lebrate . To the other three of our foursome, Nadia Bugg, 
Barbara LaCost and Suzan Gaston, I am grate fu l for your fr lenship  
and a l l  that I t  e n ta i ls .  Other friends emerged throughout these 
times that were helpful In the ir  support, ins ight, and consturctlve  
c r it ic is m . I 'd  l ik e  to thank Pat Hausline, Connie Logan, Jane N e l l ,  
Karen Loup, Joanne Garland and many others.
F in a l ly ,  I 'd  l ik e  to thank my family whose support In a m il l io n  
Indirect ways encouraged me throughout th is  process. To my husband, 
Buddy, I thank you for always believing in me, for encouraging me to 
reach beyond whatever lim ita tions  seemed to get In the way, and for 
helping me remove or climb over obstacle a f te r  obstacle In the path. 
To my sons, James, John, and Jeremy, thanks for the opportunity you 
provided for growth In yet another aspect of my l i f e .  To my mother, 
E arlin e , and my s is te rs ,  Ann and Margaret, thanks for helping Buddy 
and I In many ways throughout th is  period. I 'd  also like  to thank 
my Dad, who died about half-way through th is  p ro je c t ,  for Impressing 
upon me the Importance of having an opinion and being able to 









I .  Introduction and Overview..................................................... 1
Background......................................................................................1
D e f in it io n  of Terms.................................................................. 3
Supervisory Expertise................................................... 3
Teacher Autonomy..............................................................4
School Climate and Environmental Robustness..5
PI lot Study................................................................................... 7
Statement of the Problem....................................................... 9
Theoretical Framework............................................................. 9
The School as a Social System.....................................10
Hypotheses................................  11
S ig n if icance ...................................................   13
Summary of Chapters.................................................................. 14
I I .  Review of Selected L i te ra tu re .............................................16
Introduct Ion................................................................................. 16
L ite ra tu re  Pertaining to Teacher Autonomy...................16
L i te ra tu re  Pertaining to Instructional
Supervision................................................... 21
Overview.................................................   21
Contemporary Models of Teaching/Supervision..24
iv
C lin ic a l Supervision.....................................................24
Profess Iona I Development/DevelopmentaI
Supervision...................................................29
C olleg ia l S ta ff  Development......................................31
Instructional Leadership............................................ 31
Summary.................................................................................32
L ite ra tu re  Pertaining to Envlronemtal Robustness..3 3  
Summary.................................... ...................................................... 38
I I I .  Methodology of the Study....................................................... 39
Introduct Ion.................................................................................39
Research Design.......................................................................... 39




Descriptive S t a t is t ic s .................................................43
C orrelation Analyses.....................................................43
L im lta t Ions...................................................................................44
IV. Results of the Study................................................................45
Introduct Ion.................................................................................45
Summary of Demographic V ar ia b le s ......................................45
Summary of Descriptive S ta t is t ic s  for
Instruments and Instrument Subscales.. . . 4 7
Analyses Pertinent to Research Hypothesis . . . . 4 8
Analysis of Hypothesis 1 ........................................... 50
Analysis of Hypothesis 2 ........................................... 50
Analysis of Hypothesis 3 ........................................... 52
v
Scatterp lots  Between Pairs of Theoretical
Var tab les .................................................................. 52
Canonical C o rre la t io n s ............................................................54
C orrelations Among Demographic and Theoretical
Var tab les .................................................................. 57
V. Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations...................... 59
Summary. ........................................................................................59
Conclusions....................................................................................61
Recommendations for Future Research................................ .6 5
Blbl iography..........................................................................................69
Appendices................................................................................................ 76
A. PI lot Study.........................................................................76
B. Letter  to P r in c ip a ls ...................................................... 92
C. Survey Instruments........................................................... 93
D. Scatterp lots  of Pairs of Theoretical
Var la b le s .  ................................................. 116
E. Ethnic Groups In Sample School D is t r ic t s  133
F. Survey Return Rates by Schools................................. 134
G. Descriptive S ta t is t ic s  of Variables by
Schoo Is ..........................................................137




1. Summary of Demographic V a r ia b le s ......................................... 46
2. Descriptive S ta t is t ic s  for Theoretical V a r la b le s . . .4 9
3. Correlations Among Theoretical V ar iab les ........................51
4. Canonical C orrelat Ion C o e ff ic ie n ts .....................................55
5. Standardized Canonical C oeff ic ien ts  and
C orrelat Io ns .  ....................... 55
6. Correlations Among Demographic Variables and
Theoretical V a r ia b le s ..........58
7. P i lo t  Study Summary of Descriptive S ta t is t ic s  for
Each Instrument and Instrument Subscale.............. 86
8. P i lo t  Study Cronbach Alpha R e l ia b i l i t y  C oeffic ien ts
For Instruments and Instrument Subscales............87
9. P i lo t  Study In te rc o rre la tIo n s  Between F id e l i ty  of
Supervision, Teacher Autonomy, and 
Environmental Robustness...............................................88
10. P ilo t  Study Summary of Descriptive S ta t is t ic s  for
Each Instrument and Instrument Subscales In 
Low and High Achieving Schools..................................89
11. In tercorre la tIons  Between F id e l i ty  of Supervision,
Teacher Autonomy and Environmental Robustness 
For Teachers In Low Achieving Schools...................90
12. In tercorre la tions  Between F id e l i ty  of Supervision,
Teacher Autonomy and Environmental Robustness
For Teachers In High Achieving Schools ..91
v l I
13. Ethnic Groups In Sample School D is t r ic t s ......................133
14. Survey Return Rates By Schools........................................... 134
15. Descriptive S ta t is t ic s  for Instruments by
School-Level Configuration........................................ 137
v l  11
Figures
F igu res  Page
1. A Representation of Social Systems Theory.......................11
2. S catterp lo t of FOSS-E and RSD-0............................................ 116
3. S catterp lo t of FOSS-E and RSD-S............................................ 117
4. S catterp lo t of FOSS-E and RSD-P............................................ 118
5. S catterp lo t of FOSS-E and RSD-T............................................119
6. S catterp lo t of FOSS-E and RSD-TOT........................................120
7. S catterp lo t of SAS and RSD-0................................................. 121
8. S catterp lo t of SAS and RSD-S................................................. 122
9. S catterp lo t of SAS and RSD-P................................................. 123
10. S catterp lo t of SAS and RSD-T................................................. 124
11. S catterp lo t of SAS and RSD-TOT............................................. 125
12. S catterp lo t of SAS and FOSS-E...............................................126
13. S catterp lo t of FOSS and RSD-0...............................................127
14. Scatterp lo t of FOSS and RSD-S...............................................128
15. S catterp lo t of FOSS and RSD-P...............................................129
16. Scatterp lo t of FOSS and RSD-T...............................................130
17. Scatterp lo t of FOSS and RSD-TOT............. ............................131
18. S catterp lo t of FOSS and SAS...................................................132
Ix
Abstract
The purpose of th is  study was to investigate the relationships  
among principal supervisory expertise and teacher work autonomy and 
the environmental robustness of the school. Social systems theory 
was the guiding theoretica l framework In the design and 
In te rp re ta tio n  of th is  study. Supervisory expertise re fers  to a
concrete set of behaviors, s k i l l s ,  and/or knowledge re f le c t in g  a 
c l in ic a l  supervision model that principals  demonstrate to teachers. 
Teacher s a t is fac t io n  with the supervisory program was also measured. 
Teacher autonomy refers to the Independence teachers maIntaIn in 
exercising discretion w ith in  the ir  classrooms to make Instructional 
decisions. Environmental robustness is conceptualized as the 
perceived dramatic content of the school structure . Teachers' 
perceptions of the robustness of: (1) th e ir  ro le as a teacher; (2)
th e ir  p r in c ip a l;  (3) th e ir  students; and (4) other teachers were 
measured.
This is a study of the teacher group in the school 
organization. This study examines the c o lle c t iv e  perspective that 
teachers in schools have about these three variab les . Data were 
collected from 1006 elementary teachers In 57 public schools and 
mean scores were calculated on the measures of each of these 
variab les . The school was the unit of s ta t is t ic a l  analysis.
Summary s ta t is t ic s  were computed for teachers' perceptions of both 
the expertise of the ir  p rincipals  as supervisors of instruction and 
th e ir  s a t is fac tio n  about the supervisory program In th e ir  schools, 
as well as for teacher autonomy and environmental robustness of
x
th e ir  ro le  as a teacher, the ir  p r in c ip a l,  th e ir  students and the ir  
colleagues. Relationships between these variables ere a l l  
hypothesized In the positive  d irec tion . Pearson product-moment 
corre lations  were computed to Investigate the research hypotheses.
A s ig n if ic a n t  positive  re la tionship  was found between teachers' 
perceptions of th e ir  s a t is fac t io n  with the supervisory program and 
th e ir  sense of autonomy. No s ig n if ic an t relationships were found 
between teacher autonomy and the robustness of key roles in the 
school. Supervisory expertise of the principal was p o s it iv e ly  and 
s ig n if ic a n t ly  correlated with the robustness of the p r in c ip a l.  
Teachers’ sa t is fac t Io n  with the supervisory program was pos111veIy 
and s ig n if ic a n t ly  correlated with the robustness of the p r in c ip a l,  
the robustness of other teachers, and the to ta l robustness. A 
s ig n if ic a n t  m ultlvarian t re lationship  was id en tif ied  through 
canonical corre lation  between the two supervisory variables and the 
set of robustness variab les .
x i
CHAPTER I :  INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW
IntroductIon
The purpose of th is  study is to Investigate the relationships  
among principal supervisory expertise and teacher work autonomy and 
the environmental robustness of schools. This chapter discusses the
background of th is  study and defines the variab les . A summary of
the results  of a p i lo t  study conducted to Investigate the salience 
of the re lationsh ips among these variables Is presented next, 
followed by the statement of the problem. Social systems theory is 
then explained and ut11Ized to guide the study and to provide a 
foundatIon for the proposItIons and research hypotheses th is  study 
Is designed to InvestIgate . The chapter cone Iudes with a b r le f
summary of the content of the remaining chapters.
Background
SeveraI condItIons provIded the Impetus for th is  study. The 
e ffec t iv e  schools 11terature presumes a d irec t re la tionsh ip  between 
e ffec t Ive supervisory behavior and schooI achievement (Block, 1983). 
Other studies suggest that supervisory behavlor Is Ind irectly  
related to product Iv l ty  (Dwyer, Lee, B arne tt, F l lb y ,  Rowan: 1985). 
The e ffec t  Ive schools 11terature Is not grounded In theory of any 
sort (about schools or about superv is ion), thus makIng I t  d l f f I c u l t  
to understand the mean Ing of emergent research re su lts .  SocI a I 
systems theory provides a way to lend cohesiveness to these results ,  
but Is l im ited , p a r t ic u la r ly  In Its  fa i lu re  to id e n t ify  important 
system dynamics and variab les  associated with the work group i ts e l f .
While reforms at the local and state  level are proceeding on the 
assumption that there Is a d irec t re la tio n sh ip , th is  assumption 
seems premature. Thus, the study reported here was undertaken to 
c la r i f y  the d i re c t / In d ir e c t  Issue, to c la r i f y  the work group 
dimension of the social system model, and to generate a theoretical 
understanding of the c r i t i c a l  variables and re la tionsh ips mediating 
school productiv ity  and the supervisory behavior of p r in c ip a ls .
Many studies aimed at Investigating school p roductiv ity  have 
Investigated organizational variables such as leadership
character 1stIcs and corre la ted  these with output variab les such as 
student achievement, presuming a d irec t re la t io n sh ip . Evidence 
exis ts  that leadership behavior, In p a r t ic u la r ,  Is Influenced by 
mediating variab les which Impact school output variab les (Dwyer, 
e t . a l . ,  1985). Some studies have examined the impact of the 
comb Ined e ffe c t  of leadersh ip with medlatIng varlab les  such as
schooI c lIm ate. ThIs study deviates from those descrIbed above in 
that the output v a r la b le (s )  are not consIdered. Rather, the aim of 
th is  study Is to gain a better  understanding of the medlat ing 
varlables w ith in  a schooI socI a I system whIch presumably Influence 
output varlab les , by examining the strength and d irec t  Ion of the 
re I atlonshlps between supervisory expert Ise of the p r In c lp a l , school 
clIm ate, and teacher autonomy, a l I  from the perspectIve of the
teacher.
Hence, th is  Is a study of the teacher group In the school 
organization. The study examines the c o lle c t Iv e  perspective that 
teachers In a school have about supervisory expertise of the
3
p r in c ip a l ,  teacher work autonomy, and school environmental 




Supervision Is recognized in th is  study as an a c t iv i ty  
performed by p r in c ipa ls  which Includes systematic assessment of 
teacher performance, accurate communication of th is  assessment to 
the teacher, and assistance and support in Improving teacher 
performance. This description Is somewhat synonymous with what is 
commonly ca lled  c l in ic a l  supervision (Cogan, 1973; Goldhammer, 
1969). In th is  sense supervision Is viewed as a technical process 
to Improve instruction , rather than as a managerial function to 
control subordinates.
The study is concerned with a p r in c ip a l 's  expertise as a 
supervisor of In structio n . Expertise as a supervisor of instruction  
re fers  to a concrete set o f behaviors, s k i l l s ,  and/or knowledge that 
Is demonstrated by a supervisor (p r in c ip a l)  to subordinates 
( teachers). For example, the a b i l i t y  to c o lle c t  system atically
relevant data through frequent classroom observations and make 
Informed assessments of teaching behavior may contribute to the 
perception of a p r in c ip a l 's  expertise as an instructional
supervisor. The a b i l i t y  to communicate problems and suggest
solutions conducive to Instructional Improvement may also be a s k i l l  
th a t ,  when demonstrated, contributes to the perception of 
supervisory expertise .
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This study examines teachers' c o lle c t iv e  perspective of the 
school p r in c ip a l 's  instructional supervisory expertise. Supervisory 
expertise Is measured with the F id e l i ty  of Supervision Scale (FOSS) 
( E l l e t t  & L lca ta , 1985). This scale re f le c ts  a c l in ic a l  supervision 
model which u t i l i z e s  four steps In the supervisory process 
(o r ie n ta t io n , observation, conference, and fo llow -up). Teachers are 
asked to determine whether or not the principal performs certain  
behaviors during the supervisory process and also to Judge the 
effectiveness of the performed behaviors. For example, a sample 
Item from the FOSS follows:
(C irc le  only one.)
In e f fe c t lv e ( IE )  Effect Ive(E) Highly Effect Ive(HE)
My prInc I pa I /as s is ta n t  p r in c ip a l:
YES/NO Explained the type of teaching IE E HE
s k ills /b e h a v io r  that would be 
expected of me on the Job.
Teacher Autonomy
Teacher autonomy re fers  to the Independence teachers maintain 
In exercising d iscretion w ith in  th e ir  classrooms to make 
instructional decisions. Charters (1974) describes Sense of 
Autonomy as a psychological construct representing a teacher's  
b e lie fs  about h is/her freedom from external in terference, pressure 
or control In performing the work of classroom Instruction. 
Charters (1974) explains that some view public school teaching as
5
providing a high degree of day-to-day autonomy and other 
sociological observers see teachers as essen tia lly  "powerless pawns 
whose work Is closely constrained by bureaucratic rules and 
guidelines" which they had no voice In establishing.
Charters (1974) conceptualizes both an ob jective  and
subjective level of the variab le  of teacher autonomy. Objectively ,  
autonomy refers  to a phenomenological response of the Individual to 
the present s itu a t io n . A teacher with a high sense of autonomy uses
his/her own personal Judgement to guide instructional work with
students. A low sense of autonomy Implies that the teacher feels  
generally constrained In h is/her a c t iv i t ie s  by persons, ru les , and 
regulations, or other conditions and forces outside the Immediate
Instructional se tting  and outside him or h e rse lf .  Such an external
constraint on task performance Is one which emanates from beyond the 
Immediate Instruct Iona I se ttIng  ( I . e . ,  currIculum guides, school 
d is t r ic t  p o l ic ie s ) .  Teachers' sense of work autonomy Is measured by 
the Sense of Autonomy (SAS) (Charters, W.W., 1974). Teachers rate  
statements about how they feel about th e ir  work using a four-point 
Llkert scale from strongly disagree (SD) to strongly agree (SA). 
Example Items follow:
Curriculum guides exert an uncomfortable SD D A SA
Influence on what I teach.
I feel free  to try  out new teaching SD D A SA
Ideas with my classes.
School Climate and Environmental Robustness
School climate Is a dimension of the school organization that
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has been studied In re la t io n  to outcome variab les  such as
achievement (Brookover & Schneider, 1975; E l l e t t ,  Payne, Masters, 
1977; E l l e t t ,  & Walberg, 1979; Anderson, 1982). T a lg iu r l (1968) 
defined climate and atmosphere as a summary concept dealing with the 
to ta l environmental q u a lity  w ith in  an organization. WlI lower and 
Llcata (1975) developed a school climate variab le  re ferred  to as 
"environmental robustness" which is conceptualized as the perceived 
dramatic content of the school s tructure . Environmental robustness 
Is operatIona I ly  defIned through respondents' percept Ions of
selected school structures as being r e la t iv e ly  in teresting ,  
challenging, meaningful, important, powerful, action-packed,
unusual, t h r i l l i n g ,  a c t iv e , and fresh.
Environmental robustness is a measure of the dramatic
structures or dramaturgical aspects of the school environment, based 
on the notion that social s ituations  can be understood In terms of 
th e a tr ic a l analogies which Id en tify  actors, p lo t ,  se tting  and 
audience (L lcata  & Wildes, 1980). Schools and classrooms can be
places of high drama and excitement as well as of boredom and 
monotony (L lcata  and Wildes, 1980). Teachers perceptions of the 
robustness o f: (1 )  th e ir  ro le  as a teacher; (2 ) th e ir  p r in c ipa l;
(3) th e ir  students; and (4 ) other teachers may be important
correlates of p r in c ip a l 's  supervisory expertise and/or teacher
autonomy.
The Robustness Semantic D if fe re n t ia l  (RSD) Is u t i l i z e d  to 
measure environmental robustness. A sample from th is  Instrument 
follows:
7
MY ROLE AS A TEACHER IS
BORING ___,___ ,___ ,___ ,___ ,___,__   INTERESTING
FRESH ___,___ ,___ ,____ ___ ,___,___  STALE
MEANINGLESS  __ ,___ ,___ ____________ •___  MEANINGFUL
PI lot Study
This research study Is grounded In part by the resu lts  of a 
p i lo t  study. The p i lo t  study investigated the re lationships among 
principal expertise as an Instructional supervisor, teacher work 
autonomy, and environmental robustness in high and low achieving 
schools. The p i lo t  study was conducted to determine the salience of 
the relationships among the variables and to determine the 
differences In the re la tionsh ips among these variab les , i f  any, In 
high and low achieving schools.
The sample for the p i lo t  study consisted of 166 teachers In 
nine schools In an urban school d i s t r i c t ,  s t r a t i f i e d  by achievement 
and SES. A ll teachers in each of the nine schools were administered 
a survey packet consisting of the following Instruments: Robustness
SemantIc D iffe rent la I (RSD), a mod I f  led version of the Sense of
Autonomy Scale, and a modified version of the Fidel Ity of
Supervision Scale. Descriptive s ta t is t ic a l  summaries were computed 
for characteris tics  of the sample and for each instrument used. 
Cronbach alpha c o e ff ic ie n ts  for the various Instruments and
subscales were computed. Pearson product-moment corre la tion
c o e ff ic ie n ts  for the Instruments and subscales were computed, using
Individual teacher scores on the Instruments and subscales as the 
un it of analysis. F in a l ly ,  descriptive  s ta t is t ic s  and Pearson
corre lations  among the Instrument and subscale scores were computed 
for the sub-samples of high and low achieving schools. Summary 
tables depicting the resu lts  of these analyses can be examined In 
Appendix A.
S ig n if ic a n t ,  p o s it ive , and moderate to moderately strong 
corre la tions  were found between the variables being investigated. 
Environmental robustness was s ig n if ic a n t ly  and p o s it ive ly  correlated  
with the q u a lity  of supervision. There was a p o s it iv e , but rather 
low c o rre la t io n  between teacher autonomy and f id e l i t y  of
supervision. Environmental robustness and teacher autonomy are
p o s it iv e ly  and moderately re la ted  when the complete teacher sample 
was u t i l i z e d .  When the teacher sample was sub-divided Into teacher 
groups from high and low achieving schools, the re la tionsh ip  between 
robustness and autonomy was much stronger In high achieving schools.
Results of the p i lo t  study suggest that high achieving schools 
are characterized by high supervisory expertise , positive
environmental robustness (p a r t ic u la r ly ,  robustness of the principal  
and of other teachers) and a strong sense of teacher autonomy. 
Because these characteris tics  appear stronger in high achieving 
schools than In low achieving schools, supervisory expertise,
maintenance of teachers' sense of autonomy, and a robust school 
climate may be p a r t ic u la r ly  c r i t i c a l  school characteris tics
In d ire c t ly  re la ted  to schooling outcomes. Of a l l  the environmental
robustness scales, teachers' perceptions of the robustness of the
princ ipa l and the robustness of other teachers were the most
s ig n if ic a n t  correlates of supervisory expertise . These
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re lationships were apparent In both high and low achieving schools, 
which suggests that high robustness and supervisory expertise may go 
hand in hand.
Statement of the Problem 
A decision was made to l im it  the current study to an 
Investigation among principal expertise In Instructional 
supervision, teacher autonomy, and school robustness and not to 
Include school achievement as an "effectiveness" v a riab le , as was 
done In the p i lo t  study. The ra tio n a le  for th is  decision was
grounded In the following three Ideas: (1) there Is only limited
understanding of these three work-group social system variables and 
th e ir  In teractions; (2 ) there Is increasing evidence that the 
re la tionsh ip  between supervisory behavior and school outcomes like  
student achievement Is Indirect and complex; and (3 ) there Is 
evidence that school robustness Is p o s it iv e ly  associated with high 
student achievement (Morris & E l l e t t ,  1987). While the p i lo t  study 
Is concerned with these three work group variables on an Individual 
teacher le v e l,  the current study deals with the c o lle c t ive  
perspective of the teacher group In schools. The sp ec if ic  problem 
being Investigated in th is  study Is posed In the following question: 
What are the re la tionships among a p r in c ip a l 's  supervisory 
expertise , teacher work autonomy, and school robustness?
Theoretical Framework 
The basic study Is guided by social systems theory. 
Theoretical concepts grounded In th is  framework were useful in both 
the design of the study and In In terpre ting  the resu lts  of data
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analysis . Social systems theory provided the researcher with a 
theoretica l basis for the heretofore assumed re la tionsh ip  between 
supervisory expertise , teacher autonomy, and environmental 
robustness In schools.
The School as a Social System
Social systems theory Is based on the e a r l ie r  work of Lewln 
(1933), who formulated a theory for understanding human behavior In 
social contexts. According to Lewln, behavior Is a function of the 
In teract Ion of the person and his envIronment (B -  f (P x E )) .  Social 
systems theoris ts  enlarged th is  Idea to explain and predict behavior 
w ith in  a social system. Behavior (B) In a socI a I system Is
explained in terms of the In teraction  ( f )  between ro le  (R ), defined
by expectations, and personality  (P ) ,  defined by the Internal need 
structure  of an Individual ( B -  f  (R x P ) ) .
Social systems theory, as described by Getzels and Guba (1957), 
provides a socIo-psychological basis for examining Individual and 
group behavior In schools. This theory presents a dynamic 
transaction between the In teraction  of ro les , group norms, and
personality  (Hoy & M lskel, 1982). The two basic elements of a 
social system are the In s t i tu t io n  and the Ind iv idua l. The
In s t i tu t io n a l or nomothetic dimension Is soc io log ica lly  defined In 
terms of roles and expectations aimed at accomplishing the goals of 
the system. The idlographlc or individual dimension explains 
behavior psychologically In terms of the unique personalit ies  and 
needs of the Indiv idual.
Getzels and Guba's (1957) social systems model explains that In
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the equation, B ■ f  (R X P ), neither R nor P Is maximized or 
minimized a l l  the time, rather R and P are maximized and minimized 
according to the s itu a tio n  at hand. The teacher group can mediate 
the requirements of the In s t i tu t io n  and individual need 
dispositions, in some s itua tions  the teacher group can support 
In s t i tu t io n a l requirements and In other s ituations teachers support 
Individual needs of the teacher. Hence, the teacher group develops 
a group climate which can be analyzed into constituent intentions  
and observed behavior. This Is I l lu s tra te d  schematically in figure  
1 below:
.INSTITUTION -A  ROLE  ^EXPECTATIONS*-t  J \
' i '  -si/ s.
THE SCHOOL AS< > GROUP <r >  CLIMATE^ > INTENT 1 G O A L >
A SOCIAL SYSTEM /K  > A BEHAVIORSA ^
N  ̂ V  N /




Given the school as a social system, there ex is ts  in schools a 
dynamic tension between ro le  expectations of the In s t i tu t io n  and need 
dispositions of the individuals in the school. In an e f fo r t  to make 
things more predictable, schools constantly adapt and adjust to 
external and Internal environments. One way that teachers adapt Is
to adopt Informal standards that value teacher d iscretion and 
autonomy. For example, no two algebra teachers teach Algebra I I  In
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exactly  the same way. Each has h is/her own Individual s ty le  which 
expresses his/her personal needs. Teachers, as a group, have a high 
tolerance for Individualized behavior or autonomy w ith in  the ir  
classrooms.
In most schools, the teacher works alone w ithin the classroom, 
r e la t iv e ly  hidden from colleagues and superiors, and thus, has 
opportunity for broad d iscre tion  w ith in  the boundaries of the 
classroom (B ldw ell, 1965). Given the s tructu ra l features of schools 
and the Importance teachers place on autonomy, 11 Is not surprising  
that the type of supervision that teachers value Is one that honors 
d iscre tIon  or autonomy, as we 11 as ro le  expectat ions and school 
goals. The "c l in ic a l"  supervision model (Goldhammer, 1969),
re f le c te d  In the FOSS questlonnaI re Is one that probably maIntaIns 
congruence between teacher autonomy norms and Inst I tut Iona I norms. 
For example, durIng the o r le n ta t Io n  part of the supervisory process, 
both the teacher and the supervisor In teract about the classroom 
s ltu a t Io n ,  what kInds of teaching sk11 Is wi l l  be expected, and what 
the e f fe c ts  of the supervisory process wi l l  have on the teacher. 
This gives credence to teacher s ty le  and classroom context and adds 
to  the p r e d lc ta b l I I ty  of the In teract Ion. I f  th is  Is so then the 
fo llow ing proposltIon might be advanced:
ProposltIon One Teachers' percept Ions that the supervisory 
process Is support Ive of th e ir  ro le  expectations and discretionary  
power In classrooms are p o s It Iv e Iy  re la ted  to the ir  sense of 
autonomy.
H1: There Is a positive  co rre la t io n  between mean FOSS scores
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for supervisory expertise and mean SAS scores for sense of 
autonomy.
Posit ive teacher perceptions of school climate probably occur In 
contexts that exhib i t  a supervisory process that encourages both 
teacher ro le  expectations and needs dispositions and consequently 
supports teachers* sense of work autonomy. Given these
circumstances, teachers are able to adapt and adjust to the demands
of the ir  environment and are more l i k e ly  to view their  ro le ,  their  
p r In c lp a l , and the ir  colleagues or th e ir  students as “ Interest Ing",
"challenging", "meaningful", or "powerful". Thus, for such schools,
climate perceived by the teacher group, would probably be posit ive.  
I f  th is  Is so then the following propositions might be posited:
Proposition Two Teachers' percept Ions that the lr  role  
expectatIons and dlscretlonary power In classrooms are maintained are 
pos111veIy re la ted to their  percept ions of the environmental 
robustness of key roles In schooI organizat ions.
H2: There Is a posIt Ive corre lat Ion between mean SAS scores for
teacher autonomy and mean RSD scores for selected school roles.
Propos11Ion Three Teacher percept ions that the supervisory 
process Is supportive of the ir  role  expectations and discretionary  
power In classrooms are pos I t Ive Iy  re la ted  to the ir  perceptions of 
the environmental robustness of key roles In the school organlzation.
H3: There Is a posIt Ive corre la t Ion  between mean FOSS scores




This study Is Important for at least three reasons. F i rs t ,  the 
relationships among expertise as an Instructional supervisor, 
teachers' sense of work autonomy, and environmental robustness have 
not heretofore been examined em pir ica l ly .  The findings of this  
study, as discussed In Chapter V, do appear to have Important
Implications for redefining and c la r i fy in g  our understanding of the 
organizational roles of key characters In schools. Second, the
ef fec t ive  schools research l i t e r a tu r e ,  although re f lec t ing  a
substantial empirical base, Is not th e o re t ic a l ly  grounded. Research 
on e f fec t ive  school points to the Importance of the principal as a 
supervisor of Instruction and to subsequent school achievement, but 
f a l l s  to explain how these two variables may be connected. The 
propositions and hypotheses offered In th is  study provide a
theoretical basis for further  study of the relat ionships between 
supervisory or ientat ions of pr incipals  and the ir  Indirect e f fect  on 
school achievement. Third, the results of the study are informative 
of the work group dynamics of schools. Organizational behavior In 
schools appears to be dynamically af fected by Important work group 
values re lated to teacher autonomy, supervisory behavior, and school 
robustness. Understanding how these variables are Interrelated
advances our understanding of the school as a social system, and 
c la r i f i e s  an Important dimension of the expanded Getzels-Guba social 
systems mode I .
Summary of Chapters 
The major purpose of th is  study Is to Investigate the
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relat ionships among supervisory expertise of the p r in c ip a l ,  teacher 
work autonomy, and environmental robustness. Chapter I has provided 
an Introduction and overview of the study, Including the background, 
def in i t io ns  of terms, theoret ica l  framework, a summary of the p i lo t  
study, the propositions and hypotheses, and the s ignif icance of the 
study. Chapter I I  contains a review of selected l i t e r a tu r e .  The 
l i t e r a tu r e  review Is divided Into three sections: l i te ra tu re
pertaining to supervision of Instruction; l i t e r a tu r e  pertaining to 
schooI cIImate (p a r t Ic u la r ly  to schooI robustness) and I I terature  
pertaining to teacher autonomy. Chapter I I I  describes how the study 
was designed and conducted. Including descriptions of the research 
design, sample, Instrumentation, data co l lect ion  procedures, data 
analysis and l im itat ions  of  the study. Chapter IV reports the 
results of the s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses, and Chapter V provides a 
discussion of the results  reported and o f fe rs  a series of 
th e o re t ic a l ly  and em pir ica l ly  grounded propositions to provide a 
basis for further  study.
CHAPTER I I :  REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE
IntroductIon
The re la ted l i t e ra tu re  was reviewed to synthesize the relevant  
research findings and the theoretical basis for this study. The 
l i t e r a tu r e  review presented In th is  chapter is divided Into three 
major areas: l i te ra tu re  pertaining to teacher autonomy, l i te ra tu re
perta ining to environmental robustness, and l i te ra tu re  pertaining to 
Instructional supervision. This review was selected to explain and 
enhance our understanding of the three variables being Investigated 
In th is  study.
Teacher Autonomy: A Review of the Li terature
In th is  study teacher autonomy refers to the Independence 
teachers maintain In exercising discretion within their  classrooms 
to make instructional decisions. This conceptualization stems from 
the work of W. W. Charters (1974) on Sense of Teacher Autonomy which 
was part of a larger report e n t i t le d  Management Implications of Team 
Teaching (MITT) (Packard, J. S.;  Carlson, R. 0 . ;  Charters, W. W.-, & 
Schmuck, P. A.; 1976). Charters (1974) notes that public school 
teaching, unlike other l ines of work, has been regarded by some as 
providing a high degree of day-to-day autonomy. Charters (1974) 
notes that others, however, see teachers as powerless pawns who 
pursue the ir  daily  a c t i v i t i e s ,  constrained by bureaucratic rules and 
guidelines in which they had no Input In making.
Bldwell (1965) in his discussion of the school as a formal 
organizat ion, explains that teacher autonomy is re f lected In the 
structural looseness of the school. The teacher works alone within
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the classroom, r e la t iv e ly  hidden from colleagues and superiors,  
hence, providing opportunity for broad discretion within the
boundaries of the classroom. Bldwell (1965) also states that an 
Important facet of school-system organization Is the autonomy 
granted to — or perhaps demanded by — the teacher as a professional 
to make discretionary Judgments about procedures to be used during 
the time a student group is In one's charge. Bldwell (1965)
describes schools as organizations with vague and diffuse goal
structures, structural looseness and public v u ln erab i l i ty .  Teachers 
are viewed as quasi-professionals or semi-professionals because they 
lack a c lear-cut  work technology and though they are constrained to 
some extent by bureaucratic rules and technology, they operate, for
the most par t ,  in re la t iv e  Independence from one another and
exercise considerable freedom and discret ionary power In their  work.
Lort le  (1964, 1969, 1974) has explored the tensions between 
autonomy of classroom teachers and bureaucratic or organizational 
constraints . Lort le  (1969) points out that the central a c t iv i t y  of 
schools —  Instruction —  Is least control led by specif ic  and 
l i t e r a l l y  enforced rules and regulations. Lort le  (1975) notes that 
the occupational ethos of teachers does not favor close supervision 
of teacher work. The physical structure in which teachers work and 
the norms of the teacher group supportive of teacher control of 
classroom a c t iv i t y  may promote these sentiments. Lort le  (1969) 
a t t r ib u te s  the school s i tuat ion In which teachers a t ta in  autonomy to 
an in t r in s ic  (as opposed to ex tr ins ic  and anc i l la ry  rewards) reward 
system attested to by teachers. At least part of the autonomy that 
teachers practice is due to the widespread b e l ie f  that teaching Is,
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to some extent ,  a non-routine "art" requiring Judgement on the part 
of those pract ic ing it  (Lo r t le ,  1969).
Lort le  (1969), through his studies of teachers, points out that 
teachers value the freedom to choose the c r i t e r i a  and techniques 
used to asses student performance. He speculates that teachers
exert pressure on pr incipals  to keep supervision s u f f ic ie n t ly  loose 
to permit them to use a variety  of assessment c r i t e r i a  and
procedures. Although teachers do not favor highly specific  
supervision, they may turn to administrators for advice. However, 
Lort le  (1969) is quick to point out that teachers see the exchange 
of technical assistance as theirs  to control .  Informal 
understandings exis t  in schools by which principals  concentrate 
Instructional  supervision on beginning teachers, leaving more
experienced teachers to the ir  own devices (L o r t le ,  1969).
Lort le  (1969) descr ibes the " frag i le"  nature of teacher 
autonomy as an autonomy which possesses no legltImat ion In the 
o f f i c i a l  statement of authori ty  d is t r ib u t io n  in Amerlean pub I Ic  
schools. He points out that teachers do not value extr ins ic  rewards 
and that equal i ty  among teachers In ex t r ins ic  rewards neutralizes  
the exercise of administrat ive judgments and administrative  
sanctions. "Equali ty, I t  seems, is the foundation of their  
autonomy" (L o r t le ,  1969).
The concept of professional presumes the capacity to work 
without close supervision and maintains that professional workers 
possess a sense of work autonomy. Some view schools as professional 
organizations In the sense that they operate under a "logic of 
confidence" (Meyer & Rowan, 1978) in which pr incipals  simply assume
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that teachers can do the ir  Jobs in the absence of close scrutiny. 
Meyer and Rowan (1978) have argued that c e r t i f i c a t io n  and formal 
credentia Iing of teachers provide r i tu a l  and ceremonial 
Just i f ica t io n  for a "logic of confidence" that hold that teachers 
are professionals, are se l f -correc t ing  in the ir  work and therefore 
do not require close supervision. Okeafor, L lcata ,  and Ecker (1987) 
found that teachers tend to believe that they are professionals and 
that they should avoid opportunities to observe the ir  colleagues in 
circumstances which might be embarrassing. They do not, however, 
support over looking errors by col leagues In del IverIng instruct ion 
or In the treatment of students. Principals were less supportive of 
the logic of confidence than teachers. Teacher b e l ie fs  about the 
logic of confidence were negatively associated with deference toward 
superiors and will ingness to accept administrat ive d irect ives about 
the ir  work and posi t ive ly  related to the ir  support for teacher 
autonomy.
Charters (1974) describes Sense of Autonomy as a psychological 
construct representing a teacher's be l ie fs  about his/her  freedom 
from external interference, pressure, or control in performing the 
work of classroom instruction. He conceptualizes both an objective  
and subject ive level of the variable  of teacher autonomy. 
Objectively , autonomy connotes teacher power or discretion.  
Subjectively, autonomy refers to a phenomenological response of the 
individual to the present s i tuat ion .  A teacher with a high sense of 
autonomy uses his/her own personal Judgement to guide Instructional  
work with students. A low sense of autonomy Implies that the 
teacher fee ls  generally constrained in his/her a c t i v i t i e s  by
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persons, rules, and regulations, or other conditions and forces 
outside of the immediate Instruct ional  setting and outside him or 
hersel f .  An external constraint on task performance is one which 
emanates from beyond the immediate Instructional setting such as 
curriculum guides (Charters, 1974).
Aside from the other references to teacher autonomy mentioned 
above, autonomy of teachers In the classroom Is receiving renewed 
Interest and emphasis In more current educational l i te r a tu r e .  For 
example, Brophy and Good (1986), in the ir  chapter on school ef fects  
in The Third Handbook on Research on Teaching advocate that teachers 
need a degree of autonomy to chart the ir  own directions and to 
record the ir  progress. They note that advocates of school 
Improvement argue for school autonomy because of unique student and 
teacher populations and community character is t ics ,  h is to r ies ,  and 
resources, but, i ro n ic a l ly ,  these same advocates do not voice 
similar  sentiments about teacher autonomy.
Sizer (1984) in Horace's Compromise also speaks to the issue of 
teacher autonomy. E f fect ive  schools must allow teachers autonomy, 
but also must have standards and accountabi l ity (S izer ,  1984). 
Brophy and Good (1986) point out that e f fe c t iv e  schools must 
preserve a balance between schools' needs and teachers' needs in 
serving students. They point out that the over-applIcat Ion of 
school effect iveness practices may diminish the autonomy that 
talented teachers require . Shulman (1983) also noted that teacher 
autonomy may be s t i f l e d  when school effectiveness research Is 
implemented in schools. In a review of the l i te ra tu re  on teacher 
evaluation In organizational sett ings, the preservation of teacher
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autonomy was noted as one of the ingredients of a successful teacher 
evaluation program (DarI Ing-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983).
Hawthorne (1986) describes the teacher's professional dilemma 
of balancing autonomy and obl igat ion in reference to prescribed 
curr icu la  po l icy .  She notes that teachers have obligations to the ir  
profession, to the ir  organization (school),  and to the ir  c l ients  
(students and parents) and that these are sometimes in c o n f l ic t .  
Hawthorne contends that the tension between professional autonomy 
and organizational obl igat ion shapes the teacher's decision-making 
process and helps determine the classroom curriculum.
Joseph Dlor io  (1982) posits that knowledge and autonomy are 
Inversely proportional because the more knowledge we have about a 
pract ice ,  the more specif ic  the practice becomes and thus, a person 
has to re ly  less on his own Judgement. The following excerpt 
portrays th is  Idea:
"In order to govern practice e f fe c t i v e ly ,  knowledge must 
be highly specif ic  to the par t icu lar  performances to which 
I t  re la tes .  The greater the s p e c i f ic i ty  of the knowledge 
Involved— or the more we know about how to do any 
pa r t ic u la r  thing—  the greater the degree of control 
knowledge w i l l  exercise over pract ice,  and the weaker w i l l  
be the autonomy possessed by the prac t i t ioner  In d irect ing  
his a c t i v i t i e s .  Likewise, the less we know about how to 
carry out any a c t i v i t y ,  the greater w i l l  be the 
respons ib i l i ty  of the prac t i t ioner  to re ly  upon his own 
Judgement and to f ind his own way of acting.  In such a 
case, the individual has a greater degree of autonomy in 
his p r a c t Ic e . "
Instructional Supervision: A Review of the L i terature
Overvlew
O r ig in a l ly ,  supervision in education emerged as a mechanism of 
organizat ions. Alfonso, F i r th ,  and Nevi l le  (1975) provide a 
descript ive account of the evolution of the concept of supervision
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from e a r l i e r  emphasis on Inspection of teachers to more recent 
emphasis on the pr inciples of human relationships in the teaching 
learning process. The modifier " instructional"  preceding
supervision has become associated with a part icular  subset of 
educational supervision that is distinguished from other subsets and 
supersets of educational supervision such as administrative  
supervision or curriculum supervision (O l iva ,  1984). Instructional 
supervision Is l imited to supervision of teaching or what
Serglovanni (1982) describes as "the task of helping teachers, 
work ing In classrooms with students, to be more e ffect  Ive" .
Robert Anderson and Karolyn Snyder (1985) point to the re la t ive  
adolescence of Interventional supervision. After searching the 
various edit ions of the Encyclopedia of Educational Research, 
Anderson, e t . a l . ,  (1985) noted that it  was not un t i l  the fourth 
edit ion In 1969 that a s l ight  Interest was paid to classroom
observation and conferencing aspects of supervisory work. In the 
F i f th  Edit ion (1982) it  was noted that though research on 
supervision was scarce, c l in ic a l  and peer supervision were
"promising new developments" (Cooper, 1982). Anderson, e t . a l ,  
(1985) go on to say that the larger l i te ra tu res  on teaching and 
learning have yielded more useful information for practicing  
supervisors of Instruction. In p a r t ic u la r ,  the F irst  and Second 
Editions of the Handbook of Research on Teaching (1963, 1973) are 
noted. Medley and M i tz e l 's  (1963) chapter on "Measuring Classroom 
Behavior By Systematic Observation" and Rosenshlne and Furst's
(1973) "The Use of Direct  Observation to Measure Teaching" are 
specif ic  chapters re fer r ing  to Instructional supervisory practices.
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In the e igh t ies ,  topics such as e f fec t ive  schools, 
Instructional leadership, educational reform, school Improvement, 
s ta f f  development, teacher evaluation/assessment have surfaced 
repeatedly In educational Journals. This plethora of topics a l l  
seem to be connected to Instructional supervision In some way. For 
example, many state  educational reform pol ic ies  focus on improving 
teaching through career ladders, merit pay, performance based 
c e r t i f i c a t io n  (Street & E l l e t t ,  1986). All  require some form of 
teacher evaluation/assessment. E l l e t t  (1987) notes the Implications 
that emerg ing teacher assessment practIces have for the 
Instruct ional  supervisory role of building pr incipals .  From 
e f fec t ive  schools studies, concepts such as instructional leadership 
have emerged. In assessing the Instructional management role of 
pr incipa ls ,  Hal linger and Murphy (1985) point to c l in ica l  
supervision as the foremost example of a direct  Instructional  
a c t iv i t y  that pr incipals  perform. Research on teaching has prompted 
new models of teaching and supervision ( e . g . ,  c l in ic a l  supervision,  
developmental supervision, Hunter model of teaching).
C l in ica l  supervision, popularized by Goldhammer (1969) and 
Cogan (1973) has undergone various Interpretat ions since Its  
introduction In the early  1970's. S ta f f  development has emerged 
with renewed emphases in the last few years as a means for school 
Improvement. School effectiveness studies have p ro l i fe ra ted ,  many 
of which focus on the role of the principal as an Instructional  
leader/supervisor. Effect ive  schools l i te ra tu re  has prompted school 
reform le g is la t io n ,  p a r t ic u la r ly  on the state  level ,  often targeting  
classroom teaching. Al l  of the above have served as backdrops for
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discussing Instructional supervision and w i l l  be elucidated in the 
remainder of th is  section.
Contemporary Models of Teaching/Supervision
I f  instructional supervision is thought of as supervising 
instruction or teaching, then it  becomes obvious that developments 
In supervision para l le l  developments in the f i e ld  of teaching. 
Hence, research on teaching has prompted new trends In Instructional  
supervision. Some of these are referred to as models of teaching 
( I . e . ,  Hunter model (Hunter, 1984) and some are referred to as 
models of supervision ( i . e . ,  c l in ic a l  supervision; developmental 
supervision). The fol lowing paragraphs review c l in ic a l  supervision 
and some of I ts  var iat ions and discuss Madeline Hunter's model of 
teaching (and supervising) and other models of supervision/teaching  
not noted by specif ic  names.
C l In lca l  Supervision
C l in ica l  supervision orig inated at Harvard Universi ty In the 
1950's as a response to a d issat is fact ion with the current methods 
and f i e l d  of supervision. Cogan (1973) and others proposed a 
teacher-centered, c y c l ic a l ,  process-oriented approach to supervision 
that was responsive to the needs of the c l ien t  (the teacher) .  This 
new approach encompassed some of the more popular theoretical trends 
of the 4 0 's , 50 's and early  60's such as a concern for human
re la t ions ,  cooperative decision-making, adapting supervision to the 
needs of the teacher, and Improving Instruction through planned, 
systematic analysis (Alfonso, F i r th ,  and N ev i l le ,  1975). After  
undergoing considerable refinement In the 60's at Harvard and the
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Universi ty of Pittsburgh, the concept of c l in ic a l  supervision was 
introduced to a wider audience through books on th is topic by
Goldhammer (1969) and Cogan (1973). Since that time, the or ig inal
concept of c l in ic a l  supervision has undergone variat ions (Mosher & 
Purpel, 1972; Acheson and Gal l ,  1980; E l l e t t ,  1987), but many of the 
underlying pr inciples and assumptions have remained Intact.
Noreen Garman (1985), a former student of Cogan's, points out 
that many current versions of c l in ic a l  supervision picture a series
of techniques, stages or steps. The procedures of c l in ica l
supervislon seem to be emphasized in most of the I I te ra tu re  on this  
topic. For example, Cogan's (1973) eight phases Include the 
following: 1) Establishing a re lat ionship; 2) Planning with the
teacher; 3) Planning for observation; 4) Observing instruction; 5) 
Analyzing the data for the observation; 6) Planning for the 
conference; 7) The conference; 8) Renewed planning. There have been 
many modifications to th is  procedure for doing c l in ic a l  supervision.  
Oliva (1984) points out that minimally, three components ex is t :  1)
supervisor-supervisee communication prior to the observation; 2) the 
observation of classroom Instruction; and 3) post observation 
Interaction between the supervisor and c l ie n t .  Goldhammer (1969) 
presents a 5-step process; Graves and Croft (1976) present a 7-step 
model; Acheson and Gall (1980) describe a 3-step model; and E l l e t t  
(1987) uses seven steps to explain the c l in ic a l  process. In 
examining the steps In each of the above models, I t  is evident that 
there is much s im i la r i ty  across the descriptions.
Garman (1985) feels that describing only a model is a somewhat 
narrow and l imited way of explaining c l in ic a l  supervision. In the
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1982 ASCD Yearbook ( Supervision of Teaching) Garman elucidated some 
of the major concepts inherent in c l in ic a l  supervision. The 
concepts described were c o l l e g i a l I t y ,  col laboration, sk i l led  
service, and ethical  conduct. In an a r t i c l e  In which Garman, Carl 
Gllckman, and Madeline Hunter discuss conf l ic t ing  conceptions of 
c l in ic a l  supervision, Garman (1985) describes two major aspects that 
characterize the c l in ic a l  approach: f i r s t ,  the nature of the people
working together In the supervisory re lat ionship  is very important; 
and second, there is a special service performed In that a l l iance.
Garman (1986) presents a modern rat  ionale for educational 
pract ice ,  l inking c l in ic a l  supervision and knowledge generation to 
the professional or ienta t ion  of educators. She portrays c l in ic a l  
supervision as a means for the achievement of professional status 
for teachers. Garman (1986) posits that re f lec t ion  Is the primary 
process of inquiry within the teacher's practice and describes 
r e f le c t io n  on action and re f le c t io n  through reco l lect ion .  In 
character iz ing teaching as a profession, Garman (1986) emphasizes 
that personal empowerment Is the essential ingredient for a 
professional or ien ta t ion .
John Smyth (1984) corroborates th is  point and t ies  it  to 
c l in ic a l  supervision. Smyth (1984) argues that the major purpose 
for the pract ice of supervision is to enable "teachers to gain 
control over the ir  teaching and, as a consequence, their  development 
as professionals" (Smyth, 1984).
The research base on c l in ic a l  supervision is quite meager and 
for the most part Is concerned with changes In teacher at t i tudes and 
to a lesser degree changes In teacher behaviors when c l in ic a l
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supervision techniques are employed. Most of th is  research took 
place in the 1970's and much of I t  Is c r i t i c i z e d  because of problems 
In design, sampling techniques, and concern as to whether c l in ica l  
techniques were actual ly  followed during the treatment and the
degree to which part ic ipants  were unaware of the expected results
(Reavis, 1978). Carl Glickman (1985) makes the statement that based 
on a review of 18 studies on c l in ic a l  supervision that he conducted 
In the last ten years, there was not a single study showing that 
c l in ic a l  supervision, by i t s e l f ,  was a direct  causal link to the 
improvement of classroom instruct ion.
Madeline Hunter (Garman, Glickman, Hunter, Haggerson, 1985)
describes her model of teaching/supervision as a version of c l in ica l  
supervision in which a supervisor captures the temporal relat ionship  
of what the teacher Is doing with what the students are doing in 
order to look for cause-effect relationships and trends in teaching. 
The Hunter model of teaching is used by many principals  and
supervisors across the country and I ts  function Is to interpret
what happens to the teacher and which patterns or trends are most 
productive In enhancing teacher growth (Hunter, 1984).
Descriptions of th is  model are well documented (Hunter, 1983, 1984).
Hunter (1985, 1984) defends this  model of teaching as one that 
Increases the prob ab i l i ty  of learning by (1) Identifying
professional decisions teachers must make; (2) supplying research- 
based cause-effect relationships to support those decisions; and (3) 
encouraging the teacher to use data emerging from students and 
classroom s ituat ions to augment or correct those decisions.
Hunter describes supervision as synonymous with teacher
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coaching and feedback (Brandt, 1985). The Hunter model has 
Influenced pr incipals  as well as teachers as they practice  
instructional supervision. Hunter feels that the pr inc ipa l ,  because 
of his proximity to teachers and classrooms, is well suited to 
improving instruction on a day-to-day coaching basis. She disagrees 
with the popular b e l ie f  that principals  do not have time to be 
supervisors of Instruct ion. Rather than because they lack time, 
Hunter fee ls  that pr inc ipa ls  don't supervise simply because they do 
not know how. Training programs In teaching and administration are
way behind what we know (Brandt, 1985).
Costa (1985) c r i t i c i z e s  supervisory models based on Identifying  
the behaviors of teaching on the premise that the act of teaching 
can not be reduced to s c ie n t i f i c ,  quant i f iab le ,  scaler values. 
Models as such overlook teacher decision-making about when to ask 
which level of question under what circumstances (Costa & Garmston, 
1985). Costa, e t . a l . ,  (1985) present a much more complex model of 
teaching and hence, supervision of teaching based on teacher 
decision-making. The four catagorles that teacher decisions f a l l  
Into are: (1) planning (the pre-active stage); (2) teaching (the
In teract ive  stage); (3) analyzing and evaluating (the re f le c t iv e  
stage); and (4) applying (the projective stage). The supervisor 
mediates teacher's In te l l ig e n t  behavior by ca l l ing  attent ion to
discrepancies between intended and actual learning outcomes and
poses problems for the teacher to contemplate. (Costa & Garmston, 
1985).
Components of the supervisory process Costa advocates Include 
the following: (1) audit ing (during the planning or pre-act ive
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stage); (2) monitoring (during the teachIng/ Interact Ive phase); (3) 
va l idat ing  (during the analysis and eva lua t ion /re f le c t ive  phase); 
and (4) consulting (during the appl icat ion/pro ject ive  stage) . This 
cognit ive model emphasizes that supervision should be a t ten t ive  to 
the Inner thinking processes of the teacher as well as to overt 
behaviors of teaching (Costa & Garmston, 1985).
Professional Development/Developmental Supervision
The next part notes several art ic les/books that discuss s ta f f  
development, professional development, or developmental supervision.  
This is not to say that the models described above do not emphasize 
s t a f f  or professional development or that the concepts described 
below do not u t i l i z e  some of the c l in ic a l  models or others described 
above. Few of the supervisory concepts, models, or practices are 
discreet;  so although I t  is d i f f i c u l t  to c lass ify  them, i t  Is
necessary to do so in order to present a framework for discussion.
Developmental Supervision
Carl Glickman (1980, 1985, 1986) advocates a developmental 
approach to supervision which considers the maturity level of the 
school personnel being supervised. Developmental supervision
consists of a l te rna t ive  approaches labeled d i rec t ive ,  col laborat ive,  
and nondirect ive. These are described b r ie f ly  below, but a more
deta i led description can be found in Supervision of Instruct ion: A 
Developmental Approach (Glickman, 1985).
A d ire c t iv e  approach Is used with teachers who have
unldlmensional and concrete thinking about the ir  own instruct ional  
change. In th is  approach, the supervisor Is the determiner and
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enforcer of standards of teacher behaviors by modeling, direct ing,  
and measuring proficiency levels. A collaborative approach, used 
with teachers with moderate abstraction,  advocates that the 
supervisor be equal with the teacher, presenting, Interacting, and 
contracting on mutually planned changes. Supervisors should use 
th is  approach with teachers who can Ident i fy  instructional needs but 
have d i f f i c u l t y  In organizing and p r io r i t i z in g  the implementation of 
a plan. A nondirective approach is used with teachers who are 
highly abstract In thinking about instructional  change. This 
approach advocates that the supervIsor be a I I s te n e r , nonjudgementaI 
c l a r i f l e r ,  and encourager of teacher decisions. (Glickman, 1980, 
1985; Garman, Glickman, Hunter, & Haggerson, 1986).
As developmental supervision has evolved through the 1980's,  
there have been some misinterpretations of Glickman's or ig inal Ideas 
(Glickman, 1987). In the a r t i c l e ,  C la r i fy ing  Developmental 
Supervision, Glickman (1987) re i te ra te s  the following underlying 
propositions of developmental supervision: (1) Teachers operate at
d i f fe re n t  levels of professional development; (2) Because teachers 
operate at d i f fe re n t  levels of thought, a b i l i t y ,  and effectiveness,  
they need to be supervised in d i f fe re n t  ways; and (3) the long 
range goal of supervision should be to increase every teacher's and 
every fa c u l ty 's  a b i l i t y  to grow toward higher stages of thought.
Hence, Glickman's developmental supervision model seems to be 
one emphasizing approach rather than the "how to" of supervision.  
Once the approach Is determined, other methods/models (such as 
c l in ic a l  supervision with low-level of abstraction teachers, for 
example) may be u t i l i z e d .  Steps such as observation of Instruction
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or conferencing, described in c l in ic a l  models, are not detailed In 
this developmental model (Glickman, 1987).
Collegial  S ta f f  Development
A recent Issue of Educational Leadership (Nov., 1987) is 
devoted to co l leg ia l  learning. In this Issue, a s ign i f icant  portion 
of the a r t i c le s  are concerned with the professional development of 
teachers via peer sharing and support. Glatthorn (1984, 1987) notes 
the term "cooperative professional development" to include such 
instructional supervisory practices as colleague consultation 
(Goldsberry, 1980) and peer coaching (Brandt, 1987) and other types 
of peer-oriented systems. He l is ts  f iv e  types of cooperative 
development: (1) Professional Dialogue; (2) Curriculum
Development; (3) Peer Supervision-, (4) Peer Coaching-, (5) Action 
Research and describes each of these In deta i l  (Glatthorn, 1987).
Several other examples of peer approaches to professional
development are also discussed. Mary Paquette (1987) describes a 
voluntary co l leg ia l  support group for teaches at Calgary, Alberta.  
Joy Anatos and Robert Ancowitz (1987) re la te  information about the 
process, obstacles, evaluation, and professional and personal
development of a teacher-directed peer coaching project in New York. 
Other a r t i c le s  render descriptions of the North Carolina Center for 
the Advancement of Teaching (McPherson, Rlnnander, Rud, 1987); a 
center for In teract ive  professional development In Wisconsin (Gould 
& Letven, 1987); a school-based peer coaching program In Michigan
(Sparks & Bruder, 1987); as well as other projects and programs
aimed at professional development through peer re lat ionships.
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Instructional Leadership
Instructional leadership has become perhaps the most versat i le  
and talked about topic In educational administration l i te ra tu re .  
Instruct ional  supervision is often ident i f ied  as a dimension of this  
elusive qu a l i ty  or procedure; hence, Implications for instructional  
supervision are found in the instructional leadership l i te ra tu re .  
Instructional  supervision is often not the main topic of 
Instruct ional  leadership a r t i c le s .  In many cases i t  Is merely
mentioned and In some instances only ind irect ly  in describing 
supervisory procedures, often under disguised names. For example, 
Richard Andrews (Brandt, 1987) speaks of the " Communicator" 
dimension (operat ional ized as providing feedback to teachers 
regarding classroom performance) and the "Vis ib le Presence" 
dimension (makes frequent classroom observations) of Instructional  
leadership. Hal linger and Murphy (1987) describe several dimensions 
of principal Instructional leadership, one of which Is " Supervise 
and Evaluate Instruct ion."  Judith L i t t l e  (1987), concluded through 
her research, that instruct ional  leadership suggested close
Involvement among administrators and teachers in classrooms such as 
direct observation of classroom pract ice. Rutherford (1985) cites  
research findings suggesting that e f fe c t iv e  pr incipals  gather 
information through formal classroom observations as well as 
informal methods. The c i ta t ion s  referred to here are but a minute 
sample of instructional leadership l i t e r a tu r e  relevant to 
Instructional supervision.
Summary
Instructional supervision remains a somewhat elusive concept.
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In speaking of "doing supervision," supervision Is probably 
conceived as a procedure, or set of steps to follow. Supervision as 
" re f lec t ion  of practice" takes on a d i f fe re n t  connotation. 
Serglovannl (1987) says that supervision can be examined at two 
levels: observed behavior and meaning and understanding. He ca lls
these the phonetics and semantics of teaching (Serglovannl, (1987).  
Garman (1982) refers to two dispositions toward the process of 
supervision —  the i t inerant  (doing supervision) and the c l in ic a l  
(the world Is the c l i n i c ) .
SerglovannI's (1987b) dIscuss ion of theoretlea I and practlea I 
mindscapes as competing modes for viewing supervision might be 
helpful in understanding the concept of Instructional supervision.  
A theoretical perspective alms to establish a true rendering of what 
Is by u t i l i z i n g  a measurement-oriented perspective that emphasizes 
precision, r e l i a b i l i t y ,  and o b je c t Iv i t y .  A practical perspective 
seeks to create doubt, ra ise issues, and discover r e a l i t y  by 
creating i t  together, supervisor and teacher. These opposing 
mindscapes of supervision serve as frameworks for viewing, 
u t i l i z i n g ,  and understanding the supervision l i t e r a tu r e  presented.
Environmental Robustness: A Review of the L i tera ture
The concept of environmental robustness was f i r s t  described by 
Llcata and WiI lower (1975) and WlI lower and Llcata (1975) as they 
examined c o n f l ic t  between student and teacher subcultures in school 
organizat ions. Viewing the student and teacher antagonist as actors 
In a plot  that could p o te n t ia l ly  evoke considerable empathy within  
the student audience and the teacher audience, they speculated that 
the Impact of scenarios Involving interscholastic  sports
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competition, f ina l  examinations or students' r isking punishment for 
misconduct can be understood in terms of audience empathy for the 
actors and the perception of s i tuat ional  drama or environmental 
robustness (Llcata & Wildes, 1980).
Llcata and WiI lower (1978) developed the operational de f in i t io n  
for such perceptions of drama or environmental robustness in schools 
using ten adject ive pairs: interesting-boring, challenging-dul l ,
act ive-passive, unusual-usual, powerful-weak, th r i l l in g -q u ie t in g ,
Important, unimportant, f res h -s ta le ,  meaningful-meaningI ess, and 
act I on-packed-uneventful. These adject Ive pa Irs are operatIona 11 zed 
with seven point semantic d i f fe r e n t ia l  scales (Osgood, Sue I ,  
Tannenbaum, 1957). Audience response to a part icu lar  school
construct such as MY ROLE AS A TEACHER or MY PRINCIPAL IS Is 
measured in terms of ratings of these ten adjectives. The scale 
operat ional iz ing environmental robustness Is called the Robustness 
Semantic D i f fe re n t ia l  (Llcata & Wildes^, 1980).
Early Inquiries using the Robustness Semantic D i f fe re n t ia l  
produced some s ign if icant  relat ionships with several school 
concepts. Environmental robustness was s ig n i f ic a n t ly  correlated  
with secondary students' perceptions of c lear ly  defined school 
goals, diverse student interests and a c t i v i t i e s ,  and a minimum of 
student tension over favorit ism. School robustness was also 
s ig n i f ic a n t ly  associated with frequency with which the principal
attended and helped teachers supervise school a c t i v i t i e s .  While 
s ig n i f ic a n t  relationships were not evident between elementary 
students' perceptions of school robustness and school climate, the ir  
perceptions of the effect iveness with which the principal attends
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school a c t i v i t i e s  and ta lks with school classes about their  
misbehavior were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  re lated to the ir  percept ions of 
school robustness (L lcata ,  WII lower, E l l e t t ,  1978).
In a study by Brown and Llcata (1978) the relationship between 
environmental robustness and pupil control behavior was examined. 
Students were asked to respond to the RSD in terms of teacher
behavior and In terms of pupil behavior. A posit ive relationship
between student perceptions of student brinkmanship and robustness 
and between pupil control behavior and robustness was evident.
Brown and LIcata (1978) also found s Ign if  icant pos11 ive
relat ionships between student sa t is fac t ion  with their  school and 
teacher and school robustness.
Environmental robustness has also been investigated in terms of 
teacher custodial ism In Pupil Control Idea logy ( PCI) and Pup I I 
Control Behavior ( PCB) . Direct relationships were hypothesized 
between teacher custodial ism in PCI and student reports of high 
classroom robustness and between teacher custodial Ism in PCB and 
student reports of high classroom robustness. Neither of these 
hypotheses was confirmed. In fa c t ,  r e la t iv e ly  strong negative 
re lat ionships between student perceptions of the ir  teacher's pupil 
control behavior and classroom robustness was found with elementary 
students (Multhauf, WiI lower, and Llcata,  1979) and secondary 
students (Estep, WiI lower and Llcata, 1980).
Findings Indicated that secondary teachers were more custodial 
than elementary teachers in terms of PCI than were teachers from an 
e a r l ie r  study. Secondary teachers were also more humanistic on the 
PCB than elementary teachers and elementary classrooms were more
36
robust than secondary classrooms. A s ign if icant  inverse
relat ionship was found between the PCI and the robustness score. 
Teachers with a low PC I score are more humanistic and have more 
robust classrooms. A s ign if icant  inverse re lat ionship  also was 
found between PCB and robustness. The more custodial the teacher's 
behavior, the less robust the classroom was perceived. The PCB was 
the main predictor of robustness (Estep, WlI lower and Llcata, 1980).
Llcata and Wildes (1980), in a f i e l d  study of selected 
classrooms, suggested that as classroom rout In lza t Ion  Increases, 
classroom robustness decreases. In this study, environmental 
robustness is Inversely re lated to organ IzatIona I rout In lzat Ion.  
The more robust the classrooms, the more learner-centered is the 
teacher's verbal behavior-, the less robust teachers tend to be more 
teacher-centered in verbal behavior, but not extensively so. The 
more humanistic students' perceptions of teacher pupil control 
behavior, the more robust the classroom. On the Learning 
Environment Inventory (LE I ) ,  goal direct ion and favor 11Ism were 
found to be s ig n i f ic a n t ly  negatively correlated to robustness. It  
is suggested that robust secondary classrooms tend to be perceived 
by students as having less favorit ism, less form al i ty ,  a r e la t iv e ly  
comfortable pace of work, r e la t iv e ly  easy subject matter,  clear 
goals and object ives, a degree of clique structure In the Informal 
student system and degrees of expressed student sat is fact ion over 
the ir  tasks (Llcata  and Wildes, 1980).
In 1982, a study by E l l e t t  and Llcata reports the results  of an 
examination of the relationship between the Robustness Semantic 
DI f fe re n t la  I ( RSD) and the School Survey (SS). The RSD was applied
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to the concept MY ROLE AS A TEACHER IS and of the 14 factors on the 
School Survey, two factors —  Performance and Development and 
Educational Effectiveness were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  related to robustness. 
When RSD was applied to MY PRINCIPAL IS, f ive  factors were 
sign i f icant  to robustness. They are: Supervisory Relations,
Performance and Development, Educational Effectiveness, Colleague 
Relations, and Evaluation of Students. When the RSD was applied to 
the construct MY STUDENTS ARE, two factors were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  
re lated —  Educational Effectiveness and Voice in Educational 
Programs.
The results of th is  study supported three hypotheses 
Investigated. Perceived robustness of the teacher's role is 
attr ibuted  to the teachers' posit ive at t i tudes of opportunities for 
professional performance and development in the school and positive  
att i tudes  regarding the school's general educational effectiveness.  
Perceived robustness of the school principal is a t t r ibuted  to the 
teachers' a t t i tudes  of the p r in c ip a l 's  supervisory qual i ty .  
Perception of student robustness Is explained by the teachers'  
posit ive a t t i tudes about the general effectiveness of the school.
More recent studies investigating teachers' percept Ions of 
robustness y ie ld  the following findings. Morris & E l l e t t  (1987) 
found that the re la t ionship  between environmental robustness and 
teacher a l ienat ion was not s ig n i f ic a n t .  Correlations of the RSD and 
student achievement were posit ive and moderate, as were correlat ions  
of the RSD with student attendance. Correlations of the RSD and 
student retention were negative, but moderate. Jason (1987) found a 
posit ive correlat ion between RSD scores and pr incipals  and teachers
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personal perceptions, p r inc ipa ls '  personal and ascribed perceptions, 
and teachers' personal and ascribed perceptions.
Summary
This chapter reviewed selected l i te ra tu re  pertaining to the 
three theoret ica l  variables. Teacher autonomy was conceptualized
through the wr it ings of Charters (1974) and Lort le  (1969) as well as 
In more recent writ ings by Brophy and Good (1986), Sizer (1984) and 
Dlorio (1982). Instruct ional  supervision was described in terms of 
c l in ic a l  supervision (Cogan, 1973; Garman, 1986; and Costa, 1985), 
developmental supervision (Gllckman, 1980, 1985, 1986), s ta f f
development (Anatos and Ancowitz, 1987), and Instructional  
leadership (Brandt, 1987; Hal linger and Murphy, 1987). 
Environmental robustness was traced from i ts  conception In the 
writ ings of WiI lower and Llcata (1975). This review has been 
presented to help the reader better  understand the three theoretical  
variables Investigated In th is  study.
CHAPTER I I I :  METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY
Introduct ion
The purpose of th is  chapter Is to describe and present the 
design and Implementation of th is  study. F i r s t ,  the research design 
is depicted and the respondents sampled for th is  study are 
described. A description of the instruments u t i l i z e d  in th is study 
is presented next, followed by an explanation of the data collect ion  
procedures. This chapter concludes with a summary of the 
s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses conducted and a l i s t  of l imitat ions to the 
study.
Research Design
This is a descript ive study u t i l i z i n g  the correlat ional method 
to explore the strength and d irect ion of the relat ionships between 
the three theoretical variables ( Instruct iona l  supervisory 
expert ise ,  teacher work autonomy and environmental robustness). The 
aim of th is  study was to generate basic descript ive data about these 
variables In order to investigate the research hypotheses. Social 
systems theory, as explained In the f i r s t  chapter, guided the 
hypotheses formulation.
Samp Ie
The sample for the study was purposive. I t  consisted of
approximately 1769 teachers in 62 schools in 3 school d is t r ic ts  in 
the southern state  of Louisiana. The three school d is t r ic ts  were
selected because the researcher knew central o f f ic e  personnel In 
these d i s t r i c t s  who would be Instrumental In gett ing the study 
approved and the data collected. The researcher taught for many
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years in one d i s t r i c t  and had worked with administrators through a 
professional seminar in a second school d i s t r i c t .  The th ird  school 
d i s t r i c t  had requested professional advice on some of the topics 
Investigated in the study, and were therefore, quite w i l l in g  to 
part ic lpate.
The schools were predominately In rural areas, with some 
located In small c i t i e s ;  none were in metropolitan areas. Only 
elementary schools or schools with grades k-8 were sampled. The 
largest of the three school d is t r ic ts  had 31 schools (26 containing 
at least some of grades k -8)  with 16018 students and 803 faculty  
members. The smallest school d i s t r i c t  sampled included ten schools, 
4732 students, and 264 faculty  members. Ethnic breakdown of the 
three school d i s t r i c t s  sampled Is depicted in Appendix E.
Al l  teachers In each school d i s t r i c t  In the 62 schools housing 
grades k-8 were given a survey packet to complete. Conf ident ia l i ty  
was assured in a le t te r  to each teacher and to the pr incipals .  
Principals  In each school were sent a follow-up le t te r  to encourage 
them to stress the Importance of the ir  teachers' completing the 
surveys.
Of the 62 schools sampled, 57 returned 1006 surveys for an 
overal l  return rate of 57% using individual teachers. Return rates 
per school ranged from 20% to 100%, with the majori ty of the schools 
returning 50% or more of the surveys. Appendix F depicts return 
rates by schools. Because the purpose of the study was to examine 
relat ionships between Instructional supervisory expertise at the 
school leve l ,  teachers' sense of work autonomy and environmental 
robustness of d i f fe re n t  aspects of the school, the appropriate unit
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of s ta t i s t ic a l  analysis was the school mean score. Thus, school 
means were calculated for each variable .
Instrumentat ion
A modified version of the F id e l i ty  of Supervision Scale (FOSS) 
(E l l© t t  & L lcata ,  1985) was administered to teachers to measure the 
p r in c ip a l 's  expertise as a supervisor of Instruction. This scale 
was selected because i t  ref lected a c l in ic a l  model of supervision. 
Clin ica l  supervision Is equated to good supervision to Improve 
classroom Instruction (Cogan, 1970; Goldhammer, 1969).
The supervision instrument consists of two sections: a twenty-
item scale assessing the supervisory act iv i t ies /behaviors  as
practiced by pr incipals  and a ten-item a t t i tu d in a l  scale about the
supervisory program practiced In schools. The f i r s t  section 
pertains to o r ien ta t io n ,  observation, conference, and follow-up 
behaviors p a r a l le l l in g  dimensions of the c l in ic a l  supervision 
process (Goldhammer, 1969). This part of the scale requests two
responses: Indicate (yes/no) whether the supervisor performed the
a c t iv i t y  and, i f  yes, Judge the effectiveness ( In e f fe c t iv e ,  
e f fe c t iv e ,  highly e f fe c t iv e )  of the performance. The second section 
concerning teachers' sa t is fac t ion  about the supervisory program 
(FOSSE) is scored using a Llkert format with four a lternat ives  
(strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree).
In the present study, the Cronbach Alpha coeff ic ient  for 
Internal consistency r e l i a b i l i t y  was computed at 0.87 for the FOSS 
measuring supervisory expertise of the pr in c ipa l .  The internal 
consistency for the FOSS-E measuring teachers' sat is fact ion  about 
the supervisory program in the ir  schools was computed at 0.92.
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Teacher work autonomy was measured with the Sense of Autonomy 
Scale (SAS) developed by Charters and associates (1974). The scale 
Includes both an objective and subjective level of the variable  of 
teacher autonomy. Objectively , autonomy connotes teacher power or 
discret ion. Subjectively, autonomy refers to a phenomenological 
response of the individual to the present s i tuat ion.  Internal  
consistency r e l i a b i l i t y  of the SAS was reported as 0.901 (Charters,  
1974). A genera I IzabI I I ty  c o e f f ic ie n t ,  estimating the separate 
variance components (persons, items, occasions) yielded a .76 
coef f ic ient  with the largest contr ibution of the error term due to 
the person-by-occasion) component (Charters, 1974). In the current 
study, the Cronbach Alpha coef f ic ien t  for r e l i a b i l i t y  was reported 
at 0.94.
The Robustness Semantic D i f fe re n t ia l  (RSD) (Llcata & WlI lower, 
1978) was administered to teachers to measure environmental 
robustness. The scale consisted of ten bl -polar  adjective pairs to 
which teachers responded on a seven point scale. In the present 
study the RSD was applied to four concepts: (1) MY ROLE AS A
TEACHER, (2) MY PRINCIPAL, (3) MY STUDENTS ARE and (4) OTHER 
TEACHERS ARE.
Concurrent v a l id i t y  of the RSD had been demonstrated for each 
of the ten pairs of adjectives based on their  a b i l i t y  to 
discriminate s ig n i f ic a n t ly  between two concepts: dramatic/
nondramatlc. Test-retest  r e l i a b i l i t y  using a four week Interval  
were reported for each pair and the total Instruments. For the 
l a t t e r ,  the Pearson coe f f ic ien t  was 0.77 and the Spearman 
coef f ic ien t  was 0.78 (WiI lower & L lcata , 1978). Cronbach Alpha
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r e l l a b i l i t y  for the RSD scales In the present study ranged from 0.92 
to 0.94.
Data Collection Procedures 
Permission was obtained from the superintendents In each of 
three school d is t r ic t s  to conduct th is study In a l l  schools with 
grades k-8 .  Instrument packages were prepared for a l l  teachers In 
each par t ic ipa t ing  school. Written instructions to each principal  
accompanied the packets. (Copies of the instruments used are 
Included In APPENDIX C.) The school d i s t r i c t  o f f ic e  was responsible 
for d ls t r Ib u t  ing the packages to the school pr Incipals .  PrInclpals  
were asked to d is tr ibute  the surveys to a l l  teachers in the ir
schools and to request that the teachers return the completed
surveys In sealed envelopes to the school secretary within three 
days. On the th i rd  day pr incipals  were asked to issue a reminder
through the da l ly  bu l le t in  for teachers to turn In surveys I f  they
had not already done so. At the end of one week, principals  were 
Instructed to return a l l  completed, sealed teacher packets to the 
school d i s t r i c t  o f f ic e .  Al l  surveys were picked up at the school 
d i s t r i c t  o f f ic e  within two weeks a f te r  de l ivery .
Data Analyses
Descriptive S ta t is t ic s
Summary s t a t i s t ic s  were computed for each of the three 
variables In th is  study. Means, standard deviations, and 
minimum/maximum values were reported for the scales and sub-scales,  
using the school as the unit  of analysis.  Summary s ta t is t ic s  were 
completed for pertinent demographic information by schools.
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Correlat ion Analyses
Pearson product-moment correlat ions were computed to
Investigate the research hypotheses. School means were used as the 
units of s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses. The purpose of th is  analyses was to 
provide a s t a t i s t i c a l  basis for testing hypotheses about the 
relat ionships between the variables. A two-ta l led  test at the p <
0.05 level was set to test the hypotheses. Correlations between the 
variables and pertinent demographic variables were also computed. A 
canonical corre lat ion was computed to Investigate possible 
m ult ivar ia te  re la t ionships.
L imi tat  ions
Several l imitat ions to th is  study are apparent and these are 
described next. The results of th is  study may be generalized only 
to schools and school d is t r ic t s  with demographics similar  to schools 
In th is  study. The responses of the subjects were voluntary and not 
a l l  teachers in a given school unit  responded. Given the
correlat ional  analysis of the data, no firm conclusions about causal 
relationships among the variables Is ju s t i f i e d .
CHAPTER IV: RESULTS OF THE STUDY
IntroductIon
The results of the data analyses of th is  study are presented in 
th is chapter. F i r s t ,  a summary of the demographic variables is 
given. This provides a description of the study sample. Next, a 
summary of the descriptive s ta t i s t ic s  for the instruments and 
Instrument sub-scales Is depicted. Th ird ly ,  the analyses pertinent  
to the research hypotheses are presented u t i l i z i n g  the results of 
the In tercorrelations among the theoretical variables. Information 
from an examination of the scatterplots of each pair  of variables is 
also discussed In order to understand the corre lat ions.  The results  
of a canonical corre lat ion computed to examine possible mult ivar ia te  
relat ionships are presented next. F in a l ly ,  correlat ions among the 
demographic variables and the theoretical variables are presented.
Summary of Demographic Variables  
Table 1 depicts the grade level of teaching, school 
organizat ion, percentage of males and females, and age groups that 
are associated with the teachers sampled. Of those answering the 
survey, 31.9% reported teaching at grade level k -2 ,  27.9% reported
teaching at grade level 3 -5 , 27.9% reported teaching at level 6-7 
and 23.4% reported "other" levels. In response to survey questions 
on school organizat ion,  41.7% reported teaching In self-contained  
classrooms, 31.9% reported teaching in p a r t i a l l y  departmentalized 
schools, and 19.8% reported teaching in departmentalized schools. 




Summary of Demographic Variables for Teachers in Sample
n -  1006
Level Of Teaching
Frequency Percent
K - 2 319 31.9
3 - 5 279 27.9
6 - 7 144 14.4
Other 234 23.4
School Organization
Self-Contained 417 41 .7
P a r t i a l l y  Departmentalized 319 31 .9





21 -  30 210 21 .0
31 -  40 393 39.3
41 -  50 250 25.0
5 1 - 6 0 105 10.5
61 & Over 12 1.2
NOTE: Frequency to ta ls  do not add to an N of 1006 given In the text
due to the f a i lu r e  of some respondents to answer demographic Items on 
the survey.
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teacher the en t i re  day; p a r t i a l l y  departmentalized refers to one 
group of students being with more than one teacher (such as students 
leaving the classroom for music or physical education); and 
departmentalized refers to d i f fe re n t  groups of students with 
d i f fe re n t  teachers each period or for each subject change. The 
majority  of respondents were female (843 or 84.1%). Males composed 
14.2% (142) of the sample,
Table 1 also provides summary Information on re la t ive  age of 
the respondents. Age was depicted through f ive  group choices: 21-
30, 31 -  40, 41 -  50, 51 -  60, and 60 and over. The largest group 
of teachers (393 or 39.3%) f e l l  In the 31 -  40 age range. However, 
21% (210) were In the 21 -  30 age range and 25.0% (250) reported In
the 41 -  50 age group. Twelve respondents (1.2%) reported ages of
61 or over.
Information was also collected on total number of years of 
experience in teaching and number of years In present posit ion, as 
well as Information on the number of times teachers reported being 
observed by a pr inc ipa l /ass is tant  principal both during the current 
year (1986-87) and during the previous year (1985-86).  The mean of 
the to ta l  years of experience Is 12.68 years and the mean of the 
number of years in the present position Is 8.36. Teachers were 
observed an average of 2.15 times during the current year and about 
the same number (2 .10)  during the previous year.
Summary of Descriptive S ta t is t ic s  For 
Instruments and Instrument Subscales 
Descriptive s t a t i s t ic s  for the tota l  instrument and Instrument 
scales for the F id e l i ty  of Supervision (FOSS), the Sense of Autonomy
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Seale ( SAS) , and the Robustness Semantic D i f fe re n t ia l  ( RSD) are 
presented In Table 2. This table also Includes overal l  sample sizes 
and mean scores expressed as percentages of the maximum possible 
score (r ight-hand column of Table 2 ) .  This last index has been 
computed to make the means roughly comparable since the number of 
items comprising a par t icu lar  instrument scale and the scoring 
method used varied from one variable to the next. The legend at the 
bottom of the table can be used to ident i fy  the various variables  
analyzed.
The results  in Table 2 show t h a t , for the most p a r t , teachers 
as a group were generally posit ive In the ir  perceptions of the 
qual i ty  of supervision, degree of work autonomy and robustness of 
key roles In the school organization. Teachers' perceptions of the 
robustness of the ir  role as a teacher (RSD-T) and the supervisory 
a t t i tu d e  scale (FOSS-E) were the two scales scored the highest, 
73.71515 and 73.6035 of the possible scores respectively. Teacher's 
perceptions of the supervisory expertise of the ir  pr incipals  (FOSS) 
was scored the lowest overall  (61.835 of the possible score). Of the 
Robustness Semantic D i f fe re n t ia l  scales, teachers scored MY ROLE AS 
A TEACHER and MY STUDENTS ARE as being s l ig h t ly  more robust than 
either  MY PRINCIPAL IS or OTHER TEACHERS ARE.
Analyses Pertinent to Research Hypotheses
The three research hypotheses in th is  study were concerned with 
the re la t ionships between supervisory expertise of the pr incipa l ,  
teacher autonomy and environmental robustness of key roles in the 
school. The unit  of analysis was the school. Fi fty-seven schools 
( return ing 1006 surveys) composed the sample. A Pearson product-
Table 2
Descriptive S ta t is t ic s  for Theoretical Variables
Sea le N Mean S.D. Mean % I
FOSS 973 37.08 14.03 61 .80
FOSS -  E 985 29.44 6.21 73.60
SAS 985 69.69 10.27 72.50
RSD-T 1006 51 .60 16.00 73.71
RSD-P 1006 45.60 18.44 65.14
RSD-S 1006 48.80 17.93 68.57
RSD-0 1006 45.43 18.25 64.90
RSD-Tot 1006 191.42 60.77 68.36
By Schools
FOSS 57 37.27 4.98 62.12
FOSS-E 57 29.65 1 .84 74.13
SAS 57 70.46 4.28 73.40
RSD-T 57 51 .93 5.34 74.19
RSD-P 57 46.64 7.41 66.63
RSD-S 57 49.33 5.70 70.47
RSD-0 57 45.70 6.07 62.29
RSD-TOT 57 193.59 21 .19 69.14
FOSS - F id e l i t y  of Supervision Scale (Part 1)
FOSS E -- A t t i tude  About Supervision Program
SAS - Sense of Autonomy Scale
RSD-T - RSD - My Role. As A Teacher
RSD-P - RSD - My PrInc I pa I Is
RSD-S - RSD - My Students Are
RSD-0 - RSD - Other Teachers Are
RSD-Tot -  Total RSD
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moment corre lat ion matrix was computed to test the hypotheses. 
Table 3 presents a summary of the in tercorrelations among the FOSS, 
SAS, and RSD Instrument scales.
Analysis of Hypothesis 1
The f i r s t  hypothesis predicted a posit ive re la t ionship  between 
the mean FOSS scores for supervisory expertise and mean SAS scores 
for sense of autonomy. As a test of th is  hypothesis the Pearson 
product-moment correlat ion between the two FOSS scales and SAS was 
examined. As noted In Table 3 the correlat ion between supervisory 
expert ise (FOSS) and teachers' sense of autonomy (SAS) were 
posi t ive ly  correlated ( r  « .22 ) ,  but the corre lat ion did not meet
the significance level set .  Teachers' sa t is fac t ion  with the 
supervisory program (FOSS-E) and teachers' sense of autonomy (SAS) 
were posi t ive ly  and s ig n i f ic a n t ly  correlated (r  -  .36, p < .05).  
The positive d irect ion of the re lat ionship  suggested that high 
sat is fac t ion  with the supervisory program was associated with a high 
sense of autonomy. In summary, the correlat ion  between the F id e l i ty  
of Supervision scales (FOSS and FOSS-E) and Sense of Autonomy Scale 
(SAS) both resulted In the predicted positive d i rec t ion ,  but only 
the SAS and FOSS-E re lat ionship  reached s ignif icance.
Analysis of Research Hypothesis 2
The second research hypothesis predicted a posit ive  
re la t ionship  between mean Sense of Autonomy (SAS) and mean 
environmental robustness scores (RSD) for selected school roles.  
This hypothesis was tested by computing the Pearson product-moment 
correlat ions between sense of autonomy (SAS) and the robustness of:
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Table 3





FOSSE SAS T P S 0
FOSSE 0.69** 1 .00
SAS 0.22 0.32* 1 .00
RSD-T 0.12 0.09 0.22 1 .00
RSD-P 0.28* 0 .47** 0.16 0 .51** 1 .00
RSD-S -0 .05 0.13 0.10 0 .74** 0.29* 1 .00
RSD-0 0.07 0.29* 0.13 0 .66** 0 .66** 0.79* 1.00
RSD-TOT 0.13 0.30* 0.18 0 .81** 0 .84** 0 .91**  0 .89**
FOSS -  F id e l i t y  of Supervision Scale (Part 1)
FOSSE -  A t t i tude  About Supervisory Program
SAS -  Sense of Autonomy Scale
RSD-T -  RSD -  My Role As A Teacher
RSD-P -  RSD -  My Principal Is
RSD-S -  RSD -  My Students Are
RSD-0 -  RSD -  Other Teacher Are
RSD-Tot -  Total RSD
*  p -< .05
* *  p-<.01
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MY ROLE AS A TEACHER, MY STUDENTS ARE, MY PRINCIPAL IS, and OTHER 
TEACHERS ARE, as well as the tota l  of these four.
As shown In Table 3, the relat ionships between SAS and the 
Robustness Semantic D i f fe re n t ia l  scales a l l  resulted in the 
predicted posit ive d i rec t ion ,  but a l l  fa i le d  to reach significance  
levels. The stongest correlat ion was between Sense of Autonomy 
(SAS) and MY ROLE AS A TEACHER (RSD-T) (r  -  .22) and the lowest was 
between Sense of Autonomy (SAS) and MY STUDENTS ARE (RSD-S) ( r - . 1 0 ) .
Analysis of Research Hypothesis 3
The th i rd  research hypothesis predicted a positive relat ionship  
between mean FOSS scores for supervisory expertise and mean RSD 
scores for selected school roles. Again, a Pearson product-moment 
corre lat ion  was computed between the mean FOSS and FOSS-E scores and 
each of the individual robustness scales, as well as the total  
robustness scale in order to test th is  hypothesis.
The results  In Table 3 show that supervisory expertise (FOSS) 
correlated pos i t ive ly  and s ig n i f ic a n t ly  with robustness of the 
principal (RSD-P). Teacher sat is fac t ion  with the supervisory 
program (FOSS-E) correlated posi t ive ly  and s ig n i f ic a n t ly  with 
robustness of the principal ( r  « .47, p < .01);  robustness of other 
teachers ( r  -  .29, p < .05); and the tota l  of the four robustness
scales ( r  -  .30, p < .05) .  The other relationships between FOSS 
and FOSS-E with the robustness scales were not s ign i f ican t .
Scatterplots  Between Pairs of Theoretical Variables 
In order to better understand the result ing coeff ic ients  
between the theoretical variables, the scatterplots  of each pair of
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variables was examined. These scatterplots can be viewed In 
Appendix D. (Please note that on the scat terp lo ts ,  the FOSS-E 
variable is labeled PIE and the SAS variable  is labeled P2.) The 
results depicted In each scatterplot  are given b r ie f l y  below.
The scatterp lo t  showing supervisory expertise (FOSS) and 
teachers' sense of autonomy (SAS) reveals that approximately three 
fourths of the FOSS scores f a l l  within a somewhat l imited range (32 
-  44) of possible scores (0 -  60) and that the SAS scores also f a l l  
within a rather l imited range (53 -57) of possible scores (4 -  96).  
The scatterp lo t  showing teacher a t t I tudes about the supervisory 
program (FOSS-E) and sense of autonomy (SAS) reveals the same rather 
l imited range for SAS scores, but a wider range of variance for the 
FOSS-E scores. A l imited range on one or both variables tends to 
def la te  the corre lat ion  between the two variables, which may account 
for the non-sign I f  leant posit ive relat ionship between FOSS and SAS.
All  of the scatterplots  depicting supervisory expertise (FOSS) 
with the various robustness scales (RSD) follow a similar  trend. A 
large major ity  of the FOSS scores f a l l  within a l imited range of 
possible scores, but there is considerable variance across the RSD 
scales. This t e l l s  us that the climate var iab le ,  environmental 
robustness, does Indeed discriminate across schools In the sample. 
The greatest variance among the robustness scales is on the MY 
PRINCIPAL IS (RSD-P) scale.
The scatterplots  depicting at t i tudes about the supervisory 
program (FOSS-E) with each robustness scale show considerable 
variance among both the FOSS-E scores and the various robustness 
scores. The two robustness scales, MY ROLE AS A TEACHER (RSD- T)
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and MY STUDENTS (RSD -  S) appear s l ig h t ly  negatively skewed. Table 
2 Indicates that these two scales are scored a l i t t l e  higher than 
the other robustness scales and the standard deviations on these two 
scales are a l i t t l e  smaller,  Indicating a more l imited range of 
scores. This Is congruent with the s ign i f icant  and positive
correlat ions between FOSS-E with RSD-P and RSD-0 and RSD-TOT. 
Though the correlations between FOSS-E and RSD-T and FOSS-E and RSD- 
S were posi t ive ,  they did not reach significance levels, possibly 
due to the s l ig h t ly  res tr ic ted  range of these two robustness 
measures caused by teachers scoring these scales very pos i t ive ly .
The scatterplots  depicting the relat ionships between the sense 
of autonomy (SAS) and the robustness scales, show the same rather 
restr ic ted  range of possible scores on the SAS and considerable 
variance across schools on the RSD scales. Robustness of MY 
STUDENTS (RSD-S) and of MY ROLE AS A TEACHER (RSD-T) were a l i t t l e  
more posi t ive ly  scored than the other robustness scales. The 
correlations were in the predicted positive d i rec t ion ,  but did not 
reach signif icance levels, which may be due to the l imited range of 
SAS scores.
Canonical Correlations  
A canonical corre lat ion  was completed to examine possible 
m ult ivar ia te  re lat ionships between two variable sets. The f i r s t  
variable set consisted of p r in c ip a l 's  supervisory expertise (FOSS) 
and sa t is fac t ion  with the supervision program (FOSS-E). The second 
variable set consisted of the four robustness variables: MY ROLE AS
A TEACHER, MY PRINCIPAL, MY STUDENTS, and OTHER TEACHERS.
Table 4 presents a summary of the canonical correlation
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c o ef f ic ien ts .  There was only one s ignif icant  mult ivar ia te  
re la tionship  ident i f ied  in th is  analysis between the two sets of 
measures ( r  -  .51, p < .0028). A second canonical correlat ion  
between the variable  sets was not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign if icant  (r  -  
.36, p < .0599).
Table 5 summarizes the re la t iv e  contribution of each variable  
In the two variable sets to the s ign i f icant  canonical relat ionship  
presented In Table 4 and to the l inear combination of variables  
within the same variable set .  Two kinds of data are summarized in 
Table 5 for each variable  in the analysis: (1) standardized
canonical coef f ic ients  (Beta Weights) and (2) Pearson product- 
moment correlat ions.  The standardized weights show the re la t ive  
contr ibution of each variable  in each set to the f i r s t  s ignif icant  
canonical correlat ion (r»  .51, p < .0028). The correlat ions, on the 
other hand, show the strength of the relationship between each 
variable  In a variable  set and the canonical var late  ( l inear  
combination) comprising the variable  set.
The most Important variable  for the f i r s t  variable  set was 
sa t is fac t ion  with the supervisory program (FOSS-E), with a Pearson 
product-moment correlat ion coef f ic ien t  of .55. Teachers' 
perceptions of the p r in c ip a l 's  supervisory expertise (FOSS) resulted 
in a Pearson product-moment correlat ion of - . 2 6 .  The major 
contributor of the second variable  set was robustness of the 
principal with a correlat ion coef f ic ien t  of - . 6 5 .  The correlat ion  
coef f ic ients  for robustness of students was - .4 8 ;  the coeff ic ient  
for robustness of other teachers was - .4 5 ;  and the coeff ic ient  for
Table 4
Canonical Corre I at Ion Coeff ic ients
n -  57




Correlat ion Probabl I I ty
1 .51 * .26 .0028
2 .36 .13 .0599
*  p < .01
Table 5
Standardized Canonical Coeff ic ients and Correlations
Standard I zed 
Canon i caI 
Variables Coeff ic ients
Correlat Ions of 
Var iables with the 
Canonical Varlates  
of the Same 
Variable Set
CorrelatIons of 
Var tables with 
the Canonical 




Supervisory Expertise -1 .13 -0 .26 - .1 3
Sat is fact ion  With 
Supervision 1.30 0.55 .28
Variable Set 2 
Robustness of 
My PrInc I pa I -0 .72 -0 .65 - .3 3
Robustness of My 
Role as a Teacher 1.16 0.12 .06
Robustness of 
My Students -0 .69 -0 .48 - .2 4
Robustness of  
Other Teachers -0 .13 -0 .45 - .2 3
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robustness of the teacher's role was 0.12. The mult ivar ia te  
re la t ionship  between the two sets of variables was explained 
primari ly  by posit ive perceptions of sat is fac t ion  with the 
supervisory program associated with negative perceptions of the 
robustness of the p r inc ipa l .
Correlat ions Among Demographic and Theoretical Variables
Table 6 summarizes the correlat ions among demographic and 
theoretical variables. Of the re lat ionships among demographic 
variables and theoretical variables, only average teacher age in 
schools was s ig n i f ic a n t ly  re lated to the theoret ical variables. It  
was negatively correlated with a l l  the environmental robustness 
scales. Age correlated most s ig n i f ic a n t ly  with teachers perceptions 
of the ir  p r in c ip a l 's  robustness ( r —  .41, p< .0D  and least
s ig n i f ic a n t ly  with teachers perceptions of the ir  role as a teacher 
( r — .29, p < .0 5 ) . Teacher age was not s ig n i f ic a n t ly  correlated to 
e ither  the FOSS scales or the SAS.
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Table 6
Correlations Between Demographic and Theoretical Variables  
n -  57
FOSS FOSSE AUTO T P S 0 RSD
D4 - . 0 1 .05 .16 - . 1 9 - . 1 4 - . 1 1 l o o> - . 1 4
D5 - . 0 2
mo
.06 - . 1 6 - . 1 2 - . 1 3 - . 0 9 - . 1 4
D6 .09 .07 .11 - . 2 9 * - . 4 1 * * - . 3 1 * - . 3 7 * * - . 4 1 * *
D7 .15 .13 - . 0 2 - . 0 1 .11 .05 - . 0 5 .04
D8 .05 - . 0 3 .10 .03 - . 0 1 .01 .05 .02
D4 —  Years Teaching Experience
D5 —  Years In Present Position
D6 —  Teacher Age
D7 —  Number of Observations During Current Year
D8 —  Number of Observations During Past Year
CHAPTER V: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The purpose of th is  study was to Investigate the relationships  
among principal supervisory expertise and teacher work autonomy and 
the environmental robustness of the school. Social systems theory 
was the guiding theoretical framework In the design and 
in terpretat ion of th is  study. Supervisory expertise refers to a
concrete set of behaviors, s k i l l s ,  and/or knowledge re f lect ing  a 
c l in ic a l  supervision model that pr incipals  demonstrate to teachers. 
Teachers a t t i tudes  about the supervisory program In the ir  schools 
were also measured. Teacher autonomy refers to the independence 
teachers maintain in exercising discret ion within  the ir  classrooms 
to make Instructional decisions. Environmental robustness is 
conceptualized as the perceived dramatic content of the school 
structure. Teachers' perceptions of the robustness of:  (1) their
role as a teacher; (2) the ir  pr inc ipa l;  (3) the ir  students; and (4) 
other teachers were measured.
This is a study of the teacher group In the school 
organizat ion.  The study examines the co l le c t ive  perspective that 
teachers In schools have about these three variables. Data were 
collected from 1006 elementary teachers in 57 public schools and 
mean scores were calculated on the measures of each of these 
var tables.
Social systems theory explains the dynamic tension between role 
expectations of the in s t i tu t ion  and need dispositions of the 
Individuals In schools. Teachers In schools often adopt Informal
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standards that value teacher autonomy and discretion In an e f fo r t  to 
make school l i f e  more predictable. Because most schools are 
s tru c tu ra l ly  designed to allow broad discretion within  the classroom 
and most teachers vlew autonomy as being important, I t  seems that 
the type of supervision that teachers value would be one in which 
discretion and autonomy are honored. Hence, a posit ive correlat ion  
between supervisory expertise and teachers' a t t i tudes about the 
supervisory program with teacher autonomy was hypothesized.
Posit ive teacher perceptions of school climate were thought to 
occur In contexts that support a teacher's sense of autonomy, 
part icu lar ly  through a supervisory program that encourages both 
teacher role  expectations and needs dispositions. In such an 
envlronment, teachers would be more I ike ly  to vlew the Ir ro le ,  the Ir 
p r in c ipa l ,  the ir  colleagues, and their  students as " In terest ing",  
"challenging", or "meaningful". Therefore, I t  was hypothesized 
that the school climate variab les, environmental robustness of the 
teacher ro le ,  p r in c ip a l ,  students, and colleagues would be
posi t ive ly  correlated to both teacher autonomy and supervisory 
expert ise of the p r in c ipa l .
Summary s t a t i s t ic s  were computed for teachers' perceptions of 
both the expertise of the ir  pr incipals  as supervisors of Instruction  
and the ir  a t t I tudes  about the supervisory program In the ir  schools, 
as well as for teacher autonomy. The same summarles were also
computed for teacher perceptions of the environmental robustness of 
the ir  role as a teacher, the ir  p r inc ipa l ,  the ir  students, and their
colleagues. Relationships among these variables were a l l
hypothesized in the posit ive d irect ion .  Pearson product-moment
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correlat ions were computed to Investigate the research hypotheses. 
Conclusions result ing from the analyses described above are 
discussed below in terms of hypothesis testing.
Cone I us Ions
Four basic conclusions have emerged, result ing from the 
hypotheses tested and the supplemental analysis conducted. Each 
conclusion is l is ted and discussed below.
Conclusion w 1: Teachers* perceptions that the supervisory process
in the ir  school is supportive of their  role expectations and
discret ionary power in classrooms i s pos i 11veIy related to their
sense of autonomy.
Teacher perceptions of the supervisory process were measured by 
two variables on the F id e l i ty  of Supervision Scale ( E l l e t t  & Licata,  
1985). The FOSS variable measured teachers' perceptions of the ir  
pr in c ip a l 's  supervisory expertise or effectiveness which ref lected a 
c l in ic a l  supervision process. The FOSS-E measured teachers'  
sa t is fac t io n  with the supervisory program In the ir  schools. The two 
supervisory variables were highly correlated with each other (r  -  
.69 ) .  Teachers' sense of autonomy was posit ive ly  and s ig n i f ic a n t ly  
correlated with the FOSS-E var iab le ,  concerned with a t t i tudes about 
the supervisory program. Although teacher autonomy and supervisory 
expertise of the principal were posi t ive ly  correlated (r  -  .22 ) ,  the 
re la t ionship  did not meet significance level.  As explained In 
Chapter IV, this may be due to the l imited variance across schools 
In the sample on the teacher autonomy (SAS) var iab le ,  and a somewhat 
l imited variance on the FOSS.
The result ing s ig n i f ic a n t ,  posit ive correlat ion (r  -  .32, p <
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.05) between the supervisory sat is fac t ion  scale (FOSS-E) and the 
autonomy (SAS) measure In part confirm the f i r s t  hypothesis. Given 
the nature of the teacher's work environment ( I . e . ,  structural
looseness, vague and mult iple  goal structures, no clear-cut  work
technology), I t  seems logical that the type of supervision teachers
value would be one which honors discret ion or autonomy. The
supervisory a t t i tu d e  scale (FOSS-E) re f le c ts  teachers perceptions of 
fa irness or usefulness of the supervisory program In the ir  schools.
While the clear intent of instruct ional  supervision may be to 
produce a more competent profess Iona I In the classroom, Dlor io 
(1982) points out that as we gain greater knowledge about a 
pract ice ,  pract i t ioners  lose some of the ir  autonomy. C l in ica l  
supervision embodies new knowledge gained over the last twenty years 
about e f fe c t iv e  teaching practices. Specif icat ion of pract ice,  
through various c l in ic a l  assessment techniques, may tend to def la te  
any posi t ive  outcomes of the c l in ic a l  supervision process. In such 
a case, we may not be too surprised with non-sIgnIfleant  
re la t ionships between sense of autonomy (SAS) and supervisory 
expert ise (FOSS).
Conclusion w 2: Teacher perceptions that the ir  discretionary power
to make instructional decisions In classrooms does not vary in
association with the robustness of key roles In the schooI
organlzat Ion.
Although the correlat ions between teachers' sense of autonomy 
(SAS) and the various robustness scales (RSD -  T, S, P, 0) resulted  
In the predicted posit ive d i rec t ion ,  a l l  fa i le d  to meet significance  
levels . Therefore, the second hypothesis was not confirmed. The
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posit ive corre lat ions support the i n i t i a l  speculation in the 
hypothesis that fee l ing good about teachers' sense of autonomy helps 
teachers meet individual and personal needs and tends to make 
teachers feel that the ir  roles, p r in c ip a l ,  students and colleagues 
are in terest ing,  exc i t ing ,  etc. However, the l imited variance noted
on the sense of autonomy (SAS) scores across the schools in the
sample may have contributed to the low corre lat ion  coeff ic ients .
Teachers may maintain a r e la t iv e ly  high degree of autonomy and
yet th is  sense of autonomy may not necessarily be related to the
robustness of the Ir role as a teacher or the Ir students. For 
example, a teacher may choose to rout in lze  class work and have a 
regimented process for pupil control and s t i l l  feel a high sense of 
autonomy. The same teacher may choose an open class with lots of 
a c t iv i t y  and a r e la t iv e ly  f le x ib le  s ty le  of teaching and also feel a 
high sense of autonomy. Teachers with these two d i f fe ren t  styles of 
teaching would feel qulte d l f fe r e n t ly  about the robustness of key 
roles In the school, even i f  they f e l t  the same concerning teacher 
autonomy.
The above s ituat ions are indeed depicted on the scatterplots  
between teacher autonomy and the various robustness scales. Teacher 
autonomy scores f a l l  within  a l imited range of possible autonomy 
scores and the robustness scores show much wider var ia t ion .  The 
scatterp lo ts  depict schools with s imilar  autonomy scores and quite  
d i f fe re n t  robustness scores.
Conclusion w 3: Teacher perceptions that the supervisory process is
supportive of the ir  role expectations and discretionary power In
classrooms are posi t ive ly  re lated to the environmental robustness of
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the pr in c ipa l ,  to other teachers in the school, and the total  
robustness measure.
The th i rd  hypothesis predicted a s ign i f icant  positive  
correlat ion between teacher perceptions of the effectiveness with 
which the ir  principal implements school supervision and their  
sat is fact ion  with the process with environmental robustness. This 
hypotheses was confirmed in part as the re lat ionship  between the 
FOSS and the robustness of the pr incipal (RSD-P) was posit ive and 
s ign if icant  ( r  -  .28, p < .05 ) .  Teachers' sa t is fac t ion  with the
supervisory program (FOSS-E) and the robustness of the principal  
(RSD-P) were poslt ively and s ig n i f ic a n t ly  correlated (r  -  .47, p < 
.01) as were teachers' sat is fac t ion  with the supervisory process and 
robustness of other teachers (r  » .29, p < .05) and teachers'
sat is fac t ion  with the supervisory process and tota l  robustness (r  -  
.30, p < .05 ) .  However, teachers' perceptions of the supervisory
expertise of the ir  pr incipal or the ir  sat is fac t ion  with the 
supervisory program in the ir  schools were not s ig n i f ic a n t ly  related  
to e i ther  the robustness of the ir  role as a teacher (RSD-T) or the 
robustness of the ir  students (RSD-S).
I t  Is interesting to note that the s ign if icant  F id e l i ty  of 
Supervision Scale re lat ionships (FOSS and FOSS-E) were with roles 
external to the classroom, suggesting that e f fec t ive  c l in ica l  
supervision results  In teacher perceptions that the ir  principal and 
colleagues are "challenging", "meaningful", "Important" parts of 
everyday l i f e  In schools. Since these roles are external to the 
classroom and th is  type of supervision apparently does not result In 
teacher resistance, the robustness perception may re f le c t  the
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process's potential to build cooperative and challenging 
professional relationships while not threatening internal control of 
classroom l i f e .  Further, when teachers perceive e f fec t ive
supervision from their  p r in c ip a l ,  they tend to be more sa t is f ied  
with the school program of supervision.
Conclusion # 4: Teachers* perceptions of the robustness of key
roles In the school organization varied Inversely with teachers' 
age.
I t  was interesting to note that teacher age was inversely 
correlated to a I I of the robustness sea les. 11 seems that the older 
the school's f a c u l ty , the less robust they perceIve the I r schooI. 
I t  may well be that as one gets o lder, the newness or novelty of
everyday l i f e  in schools is dulled by one's maturity and seen as
less robust. I t  is r e la t iv e ly  easy to picture the uncertainty,  
excitement and eagerness of beginning teachers and the certa in ty  and 
poise often displayed by the veteran teachers and i ts  probable 
association with the robustness perception. The var ia t ion  In age 
and robustness may suggest the need for very d i f fe re n t  supervision
strategies for teachers at d i f fe re n t  stages of the ir  careers. I t  Is
Important to note that age, not teaching experience, produced the 
s ign if icant  re lat ionships.
Recommendations For Future Research 
The results of th is  study and the related l i t e ra tu re  suggest 
certa in  recommendations for future research. These recommendations 
are I Is ted below.
1. Not much was learned about teacher autonomy from the 
results  of th is  study. The measure for th is  variable  correlates
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only with teachers' a t t i tudes about the supervisory program (r -  
.32) and the shared variance between the two variables is only about 
10%. The low correlat ion is perhaps due to the l imited range of
scores on the teacher autonomy measure.
I f  th is  study is repeated, th is  scale may need revising in 
order to better  discriminate among schools. The Sense of Autonomy 
Scale (SAS) was developed In the early  1970's by Charters (1974),  
but there may be other/newer aspects of the school environment that 
contr ibute to a teacher's sense of autonomy that are not addressed 
on th Is  scale. For example, the influence of large-scale teacher 
assessment programs, merit pay and/or accountabi l ity reforms 
prevalent In the 1980's may be viewed as a potential threat to 
teacher autonomy. Such a threat may d is to r t  the way teachers feel  
about the ir  classrooms.
2. In addition to revising the SAS measure, i t  might also be 
Informative to Include some inner-c i ty  schools In the sample. In 
the present study only rural and small c i ty  schools were sampled. A 
more diverse sample or a random sample, i f  possible, may result  In 
more variance on the teacher autonomy scale, as well as some of the 
other scales. Correlational studies are dependent on var ia t ion on 
the measures of the variables across the sample.
3. Most are In agreement that schools are complex
organizations and there Is growing evidence that re lationships among
variables in schools are often m ult ivar ia te  and not always l inear in
nature. Future studies to Investigate any of the variables examined 
In th is  study need to Include several other organizational variables  
and m ult iva r ia te  analysis to investigate mult iple  combination
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re lat ionships.  For example, the structural features of schools such 
as structura l  coupling (Weick,1976) and school size (S la te r ,  1985) 
may influence the variables of th is  study e i ther  alone or in 
combination. The simple correlat ions In th is  study tended to be low 
and In many cases non-signif icant. However, a combination with 
other variables may have produced stronger associations than the 
single pairs of variables.
4. An examination of the scatterplo ts  reveals that there are 
schools In the sample with quite varied robustness scores, but with 
about the same supervisory scores. A slmilar  pattern exists for 
robustness and autonomy scores. I t  would be interesting to 
Interview teachers In pairs of schools that had similar  mean scores 
on one var iab le  (such as FOSS) and quite varied mean scores on a 
second var iab le  (such as RSD) In hope of ex tr ica t ing  other pertinent  
school level variables that might better  explain environmental 
robustness, for example.
5. Further, I f  we wanted to know more about the relat ionship  
between teacher autonomy and Instructional supervision, a future  
study might f i r s t  Ident i fy  schools with high perceptions of teacher 
autonomy and schools with low levels of teacher autonomy and then 
proceed to study the supervision process in each group of schools by 
using q u a l i ta t iv e  methods such as school observations and 
Intervlews.
6. F in a l ly ,  survey research that lends i t s e l f  easi ly  to 
corre lat iona l  analyses Is l imited In the questions I t  can answer. 
Correlations t e l l  us only the degree of re lat ionship between 
variables and don't necessarily purport to Justify  or confirm any
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causal hypotheses. Therefore, subsequent studies need to refine the 
variables and t ry  to build causal models and do more mult ivar ia te  
analysis such as path analysis to v e r i fy  causal direct ion to the 
s ign if icant  rela t ionships confirmed In th is  study.
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The primary purpose of th is  study was to examine the 
rela t ionships between principal expertise as an instructional 
supervisor, teacher work autonomy, and environmental robustness. A 
secondary concern was to examine relat ionships between these 
variables in sub samples of high and low achieving schools.
METHODOLOGY
Samp Ie
The sample for th is  study consisted of nine schools in a 
suburban school d i s t r i c t .  A s t r a t i f i e d  sample consisting of 3 low 
achieving/low SES schools, 2 high achieving/high SES schools, 2 low 
achlevIng/high SES schools, and 2 high achlevIng/low SES school was 
u t i l i z e d .  Composite scores on the state-sponsored c r i t e r io n -  
referenced basic s k i l l s  test  was used as the achievement measure and 
percentage of students on free lunch programs was used as the SES 
measure. Schools were ranked from top to bottom on both the 
achievement and SES measures in a large school d i s t r i c t .  High was 
defined as schools in the top quart He  and low was defined as 
schools In the bottom quart l i e .  In these nine schools, 320 surveys 
were d is t r ibuted  to the teaching fa c u l t ie s  and 166 usable surveys 
were returned for a 52% return rate .
InstrumentatIon
The Robustness Semantic D i f fe re n t ia l  (RSD) (WlI lower & Llcata,  
1975) was administered to teachers In the nine schools to measure
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environmental robustness or perceived drama In schools. The RSD 
u t i l i z e s  the semantic d i f fe r e n t ia l  techniques popularized by Osgood 
and his associates (1957) . The RSD consists of ten polar adjective  
pairs applied to f iv e  concepts: (1) MY ROLE AS A TEACHER IS; (2) MY
PRINCIPAL IS; (3) MY STUDENTS ARE; (4) PARENTS ARE, AND (5) OTHER 
TEACHERS ARE.
Teacher autonomy was measured with a modified version of the 
Sense of Autonomy scale (SAS) developed by W.W. Charters and 
associates (1974) as part of Project MITT (Management Implications 
of Team Teaching) at the Universi ty of Oregon. This scale was 
designed to measure teachers' b e l ie fs  about the ir  freedom from 
external Interference, pressure, or control in performing the work 
of classroom Instruction. Internal consistency r e l i a b i l i t y  of the 
SAS has been reported as .901 (Charters, 1974). A ge ne ra l iza b l I i ty  
c o e f f ic ie n t ,  estimating the separate variance components (persons, 
Items and occasions), yielded a .76 coe f f ic ien t  with the largest 
contr ibution to the error term due to the person by occasion 
component.
The modified SAS scale used in th is  study consisted of 15 items 
to which teachers responded using a L lkert  scale format with the 
following scale points: Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, and
Strongly Disagree.
A modified version of the F id e l i ty  of Supervision Scale (FOSS), 
developed with in  the Department of Administrative and Foundational 
Services, College of Education, Louisiana State Universi ty (1985) 
was administered to measure teachers' perceptions of their  
pr inc ipa ls '  expertise as an instructional supervisor. This scale
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was designed to col lect  Information on certa in  aspects of 
supervision as practiced by supervisors, pr incipals ,  and central 
o f f ic e  supervisors. The scale consists of two parts: a 20-1 tern
scale assessing the supervisory a c t i v i t i e s  as practiced by 
supervisors/principals and a ten-item a t t I tu d in a l  scale about the 
supervisory program. The f i r s t  part of the modified SAS scale
requested two responses: indicate (YES/NO) whether the supervisor
performed the a c t iv i t y  and, I f  YES, Judge the effectiveness  
( In e f fe c t iv e ,  e f fe c t iv e ,  or highly e f fe c t iv e )  of performance. The 
second part concerning a t t i tudes  about the supervisory program was 
scored using a Llkert  format with four a l ternat ives  (strongly agree, 
agree, disagree, strongly disagree).
Data Collection Procedures
Permission was obtained from the school board and the 
principals  In the sample schools. Instrument packages were prepared 
for each teacher and were delivered or mailed to each school. 
Principals were allowed one week to d is t r ib u te  the packets and 
request the completed forms turned In. At the end of the week, 
principals  were requested to put a note in the da i ly  school bu l le t in  
to urge those who had not responded to complete the packages. 
Completed packages were sealed In envelopes and deposited at a
central location in the school. Packages were collected one and 
one-half week a f te r  they were delivered.  The Instruments required 
approximately f i f t e e n  minutes to complete.
Data Analysis
Three kinds of s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses were computed. F i rs t ,
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descript ive s ta t i s t ic a l  summaries were computed for character is tics  
of the sample and for each of the Instruments used. Instrument 
r e l i a b i l i t y  was examined by computing Cronbach alpha coeff ic ients  
for the various Instruments and subscales for the tota l sample of 
teachers. Secondly, Pearson product-moment correlat ion coeff ic ients  
for the various Instruments and the ir  subscales were computed, using 
teachers as the units of analysis. F in a l ly ,  the summary descriptive  
s t a t i s t i c s  and Pearson correlat ions between the Instruments and 




A to ta l  of 166 teachers from nine schools responded; 58% from 
high achieving schools and 31% from low achieving schools. Middle 
school teachers comprised 70% of the sample and elementary teachers 
comprised 30% of the sample. The greatest percentage (28%) of 
teachers taught basic s k i l l s  subjects. The mean number of years of 
teaching experienced was 13.13 and 7.31 years In the present 
posit ion. Teachers responding to the surveys had been observed an 
average of 1.66 times during the present year, a f te r  being in school 
for one ha l f  the school term, and an average of 2.5 times during the 
past school year. Approximately 95% of the most recent classroom 
observatlon(s) were conducted by e i ther  the pr incipal or the 
assistant pr in c ip a I .
Summary of Descriptive S ta t is t ic s  and R e l i a b i l i t y  Coeffic ients  for
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Instruments and Instrument Subscales
Descriptive s t a t i s t ic s  for the tota l  instrument and subscale 
scores for the F id e l i ty  of Supervision Scale (FOSS), the Sense of 
Autonomy (SAS) and the Robustness Semantic D i f fe re n t ia l  (RSD) are 
presented in Table A-1 . This table also includes sample sizes and 
mean scores expressed as percentages of the maximum possible score 
(r ight-hand column of Table A-1) .  This table also Includes sample 
sizes and mean scores expressed as percentages of the maximum 
possible score (right-hand column of Table A-1) .  This last Index 
was computed to make the means rough Iy comparable since the number 
of Items comprising a par t icu lar  Instrument subscale and the scoring 
method used varied from one variab le  to the next. The legend at the
bottom of the table can be used to Ident i fy  the various variables
analyzed.
The results  In Table A-1 show tha t ,  for the most part ,  teachers 
as a group were generally posit ive in the ir  perceptions of the 
qual i ty  of supervision, degree of work autonomy an the robustness of 
key structures In the school organizat ion.  The qual i ty  of the 
classroom observation component (PIB) was scored the lowest among
the various elements of supervision. The mean tota l qual i ty  of
supervision score (P1 —  A+B+C) expressed as a percentage of the 
maximum possible score was only 62.91. Teacher a t t i tudes  toward the 
supervision process In the ir  school were rather posit ive and 
perceived sense of autonomy (P2) was rather high (79.55 percent of 
the maximum possible score). The most "robust" school structure was 
students and the least robust structure was parents.
Cronbach alpha r e l i a b i l i t y  coe f f ic ien ts  were computed for each
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Instrument and Instrument subscales. A summary of these 
coef f ic ients  is presented in Table A-2. For the most par t ,  these 
coef f ic ien ts  were moderately strong and ranged from a high of .93 
(PIE) to a low of .46 (PIB). Eight of the 12 r e l i a b i l i t i e s  computed 
approached or exceeded .80. The r e l i a b i l i t i e s  for the RSD subscales 
were somewhat lower than those previously reported for teachers 
(Morris, 1986).
In tercorre la t ions  Between F id e l i ty  of Supervision, Teacher Autonomy 
and Environmental Robustness
Table A-3 presents a summary of In tercorre lat ions between the 
FOSS, SAS, and RSD Instrument subscales. C r i t ic a l  values for the 
correlat ions at the .05, .01, and .001 levels are Indicated below
the table .  For the tota l  table ,  42 correlat ions were s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
s ign i f ican t  (p<.001),  posit ive in d irect ion and moderate to 
moderately strong in magnitude. Teacher perceptions of the 
robustness of the ir  pr incipals  and the robustness of other teachers 
were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  correlated with the general qual i ty  of 
supervision as measured by a combination of the f i r s t  three FOSS 
subscales ( r - . 5 5  and .40, respect ive ly ) .  Teacher perceptions of 
work autonomy were posi t ive ly  and s ig n i f ic a n t ly  correlated with 
the ir  perceptions of the robustness of the school pr incipal ( r » . 3 9 ) . 
The re la t ionship  between teacher autonomy and qu a l i ty  of supervision 
was somewhat lower In magnitude ( r - . 2 5 ) .  The a t t i tu d e  toward 
supervision subscale (PIE) was posi t ive ly  and s ig n i f ic a n t ly  related  
to the perceived qual i ty  of supervision subscale (P1) ( r - . 4 5 ) ,  the 
robustness of the principal (P) ( r - . 3 3 ) ,  and other teachers (0)
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( r —-31). The In tercorrelat ions among the various RSD concepts 
ranged from .35 to .62.
Supplemental Analyses of High and Low Achieving Schools
The tota l  sample for teachers was part i t ioned Into two 
subgroups of high and low achieving schools to examine differences  
between and re lationships among teacher perceptions of autonomy,
supervision and robustness. Table A-4 contains a summary of
descript ive s t a t i s t i c s  for the two subsamples of teachers derived
from high and low achieving schools. The mean expressed as a
percentage of the maximum possible score is included in the table  
for each var iab le ,  as well as the dif ference between these 
percentages (right-hand column In the ta b le ) .  The largest
di fferences between these two groups of teachers were for the
robustness var iab les ,  teacher a t t i tudes toward supervision and the 
teacher or ien ta t ion  component of the supervision process. For each 
of these var iab les ,  teacher perceptions were more posit ive In high 
achieving schools than In low achieving schools. In terest ingly ,  the 
largest d i f ference between teacher perceptions was for perceived 
robustness of students (% D i f f .  -  9 .2 5 ) .  I t  Is also Interesting to 
note that the least posi t ive  perception toward components of the 
supervision process was for the classroom observation component.
Table A-5 and Table A-6 present In tercorrelat ions between the 
teacher autonomy, qual i ty  of supervision and environmental 
robustness variables for the two subgroups of teachers from low and 
high achieving schools, respectively . The results In these two 
tables show a pattern of relationships s imilar  to those in Table A-2 
for the tota l  teacher sample.
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In comparing the two tables, several Interesting findings 
emerge. F i r s t ,  the re la t ionship  between teacher perceptions of the 
robustness of other teachers In the school and the qual i ty  of 
supervision is twice as strong in high achieving schools than in low 
achieving schools ( r - . 5 2 )  vs r - . 2 4 ) . However, correlat ions between 
the robustness of the school principal and the qual i ty  of 
supervision were similar  In the two sub samples ( r - . 5 3 ;  r - . 5 8 ) . The 
re la t ionship between teacher autonomy and the robustness of other 
teachers was much stronger in high achieving schools than in low
achieving schools. The tota I  robustness score was posI t Ive Iy  and
s ig n i f ic a n t ly  (p<.001) re la ted to teacher autonomy In the sample of 
high achlev Ing schools ( r - . 4 1 ) .  However, th is re la t  ionship was much 
lower In the sample of teachers In low achieving schools ( r - . 2 1 ) .
These results suggest some dIfferences between the degree of 
pos111ve teacher percept ions in the two samples and var iat Ion in the
strength of re lationships among these variables as wel l .
DISCUSSION
This study investigated the relationships between principal  
expertise as an instruct lonal  supervisor, teacher work autonomy, and 
environmental robustness and found s ig n i f ic a n t ,  posi11ve, moderate 
to moderately strong correlat ions between these varlables. I t  Is 
not surprIsing to f ind that environmentaI robustness of the school 
pr inclpa I is s ig n i f ic a n t ly  and pos11 i veIy correlated wi th the 
qual i ty  of supervision. This finding helps to further  define the 
robustness construct In terms of prIncipal behavlor. Since 
environmental robustness has been linked to achievement and also to 
the qual i ty  of supervision, i t  seems logical that the qual i ty  of
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supervision and school achievement may be re la ted.
A p o s i t ive ,  but rather low correlat ion also exists  between 
teacher autonomy and supervision. Yet,  in terest ingly ,  environmental 
robustness and teacher autonomy were posi t ive ly  and moderately 
related when the complete teacher sample was u t i l i z e d .  When the 
teacher sample was sub-divided Into teacher groups from high and low 
achieving schools, the re la t ionship  between robustness and autonomy 
was much stronger In high achieving schools.
This study was conducted, using teachers as the unit of 
analysis. Repet 11 ion of th is  study on a larger scale, using school 
means as the uni t of analysis,  w i l l  a I low examlnatIon of 
re la t ionships among the variables that can be generalized to schools 
rather than teacher. This kind of design may y ie ld  important 
re la tionships useful In explaining differences among e f fec t ive  and 
Ine f fec t ive  schools.
Results reported here suggest that high achieving schools are 
characterized by qual i ty  supervision, posit ive environmental 
robustness (p a r t ic u la r ly ,  robustness of the principal and other 
teachers) and a strong sense of teacher autonomy. Because these 
character 1st Ics appear stronger In high achieving schools than In 
low achieving schools, qual i ty  supervision, maintenance of teachers; 
sense of work autonomy, and a robust school climate may be worthy 
school character is t ics .  A qua 11 ta t  Ive InvestIgat ion of these 
re la t ionships In the everyday l i f e  of schools may y ie ld  Insights 
Into how pr incipals  enhance these character 1stIcs in the ir  schools.
Of a l l  the environmental robustness scales, teachers'  
perceptions of the robustness of the principal and the robustness of
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other teachers are the most Important correlates of qual ity  
supervision. These relat ionships were apparent In both high and low 
achieving schools, which suggests that high robustness and qual ity  
supervision may go hand In hand.
One may think that increasing supervision may decrease teacher 
autonomy. But Increasing the qual i ty  of supervision may not 
threaten the norm of teacher autonomy, strongly apparent in the 
schools In th is  study. I t  may be that one of the goals of 
supervision should be to encourage teacher autonomy, since high 
achieving schools are character I zed by both higher supervision and 
higher autonomy scores. Fostering a strong relat ionship between 




Summary of Descriptive S ta t is t ic s  For Each Instrument 
And Instrument Sub-Scale
Instrument n Mean S.D. Mean % Max.
P1A 155 10.35 3.46 69.00
P1B 151 6.95 3.05 53.46
P1C 153 10.65 3.47 71 .00
P1D 143 8.69 4.46 57.93
P1E 157 30.15 6.18 75.38
P1 142 28.31 8.31 62.91
P2 139 47.73 5.37 79.55
T 162 55.65 9.21 79.50
P 157 52.70 12.36 75.29
S 155 56.11 9.54 80.16
F 154 44.74 10.63 63.92
0 158 52.08 10.44 74.40
RSD 146 261.21 39.92 74.85
P1A - FOSS Orientat ion Sub-Scale
PIB - FOSS Observation Sub-Scale
P1C - FPSS Conference Sub-Scale
P1D - FOSS Follow-Up/Support Sub-Scale
P1E - FOSS Att i tude Sub-Scale
P1 - FOSS Total Supervision (P1A + P1B + P1C)
P2 m SAS
T -  RSD "MY ROLE AS A TEACHER" Sub-Scale
P -  RSD "MY PRINCIPAL" Sub-Scale
S -  RSD "MY STUDENTS" Sub-Scale
F -  RSD "PARENTS ARE" Sub-Scale
0 -  RSD "OTHER TEACHERS ARE" Sub-Scale
RSD m Total RSD (T + P + S + F + 0)
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TABLE A-2
Cronbach Alpha R e l i a b i l i t y  Coeff ic ients For 
Instruments and Instrument Subscales
Instrument No. Items On Scale n Alpha
P1A 5 91 .79
P1B 5 91 .46
P1C 5 91 .81
P1D 5 91 .83
P1E 10 91 .93
P1 15 91 .86
P2 15 91 .78
T 10 91 .71
P 10 91 .78
S 10 91 .64
F 10 91 .64
0 10 91
o00
P1A -  FOSS Orientat ion Sub-Scale
PIB -  FOSS Observation Sub-Scale
P1C -  FPSS Conference Sub-Scale
P1D -  FOSS Follow-Up/Support Sub-Scale
P1E -  FOSS Att i tude Sub-Scale
P1 -  FOSS Total Supervision (P1A + P1B + P1C)
P2 -  SAS
T -  RSD "MY ROLE AS A TEACHER" Sub-Scale
P -  RSD "MY PRINCIPAL" Sub-Scale
S -  RSD "MY STUDENTS" Sub-Scale
F -  RSD "PARENTS ARE" Sub-Scale
0 -  RSD "OTHER TEACHERS ARE" Sub-Scale
RSD -  Total RSD (T + P + S + F + 0)
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TABLE A-3
In tercorrelations Between F id e l i t y  of Supervision, 
Teacher Autonomy and Environmental Robustness
P1E P1 P2 T P S F 0 RSD
P1A .48 .89 .22 .45 .55 .25 .22 .33 .51
P1B .37 .85 .36 .30 .49 .12 .13 .18 .38
P1C .34 .86 .11 .23 .40 .03 .07 .21 .28
P1D .29 .70 .16 .25 .38 .00 .01 .17 .23
P1E .45 .13 .31 .33 .27 .10 .28 .36
P1 .25 .40 .55 .15 .16 .30 .48
P2 .24 .39 .24 .19 .17 .36
T .62 .48 .36 .53 .80
P .36 .39 .50 .79




c ( .0 5 )  -  .18
r
C ( .0 1 )  -  .22
r
c ( .001) to 09
P1A „ FOSS Orientation Sub-Scale
P1B - FOSS Observation Sub-Scale
P1C - FOSS Conference Sub-Scale
P1D - FOSS Follow-Up/Support Sub-Scale
P1E - FOSS Att itude Sub-Scale
P1 - FOSS Total Supervision (P1A + P1B + P1C)
P2 - SAS
T - RSD "MY ROLE AS A TEACHER" Sub-Scale
P - RSD "MY PRINCIPAL" Sub-Scale
S - RSD "MY STUDENTS" Sub-Scale
F - RSD "PARENTS ARE" Sub-Scale
0 - RSD "OTHER TEACHERS ARE" Sub-Scale
RSD - Total RSD (T + P + S + F + 0)
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TABLE A-4
Summary of Descriptive S ta t is t ic s  for Each Instrument and 
Instrument Sub-Scates in Low and High Achieving Schools
Low Achieving Schools High Achieving Schools
Instru­
ment n Mean S.D.
Mean





P1A 64 9.95 3.61 66.33 91 10.63 3.34 70.87 4.54
P1B 62 7.02 2.94 54.00 89 6.90 3.14 53.08 -0 .92
P1C 59 27.73 8.98 66.02 83 28.72 7.82 68.38 2.36
P1D 62 8.94 4.28 59.60 81 8.51 4.62 56.73 -2 .87
P1E 68 28.97 7.62 71 .98 89 31 .18 4.59 77.95 5.97
P1 59 44.81 14.75 64.94 83 46.61 13.08 67.55 2.61
P2 26 43.42 3.40 85.14 29 44.07 3.29 88.14 3.00
T 67 54.63 9.18 78.04 95 56.37 9.21 79.39 1 .35
P 64 49.78 13.01 71 .11 93 54.71 11 .54 77.06 5.95
S 62 52.23 9.91 74.61 93 58.70 8.39 83.86 9.25
F 60 39.97 10.88 59.66 94 47.79 9.31 68.27 8.61
P 63 49.76 9.68 71 .09 95 53.61 10.70 76.59 5.50
RSD 53 243.72 38.48 72.97 90 271.42 36.90 77.77 4.80
P1A -  FOSS Orientation Sub-Scale
P1B -  FOSS Observation Sub-Scale
P1C -  FOSS Conference Sub-Scale
P1D -  FOSS Follow-Up/Support Sub-Scale
P1E -  FOSS Att itude Sub-Scale
P1 -  FOSS Total Supervision (P1A + P1B + P1C)
P2 -  SAS
T -  RSD "MY ROLE AS A TEACHER" Sub-Scale
P -  RSD "MY PRINCIPAL" Sub-Scale
S -  RSD "MY STUDENTS" Sub-Scale
F -  RSD "PARENTS ARE" Sub-Scale
0 -  RSD "OTHER TEACHERS ARE" Sub-Scale
RSD -  Total RSD (T + P + S + F + 0)
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TABLE A-5
In tercorrelat ions Between F id e l i ty  of Supervision, 
Teacher Autonomy and Environmental Robustness For Teachers
In Low Achieving Schools
P1E P1 P2 T P S F 0 RSD
P1A .43 .88 .20 .46 .67 .27 .28 .37 .63
P1B .40 .84 .40 .16 .46 .21 .16 .16 .46
P1C .36 .90 .15 .07 .48 .09 .06 .26 .34
P1D .33 .75 .08 .03 .34 .05 .12 .15 .31
P1E .44 .13 .27 .30 .20 .06 .26 .49
P1 .28 .24 .58 .15 .13 .27 .21
P2 .17 .29 .16 .08 .04 .78
T .65 .54 .26 .34 .81
P .41 .24 .45 .70




c ( .0 5 )  -  .26
r
c ( .0 1 ) -  .33
r
c ( .001) -  .43
P1A m FOSS Orientation Sub-Scale
P1B FOSS Observation Sub-Scale
P1C - FOSS Conference Sub-Scale
P1D - FOSS Follow—Up/Support Sub-Scale
P1E « FOSS Att i tude Sub-Scale
P1 - FOSS Total Supervision (P1A + P1B + P1C)
P2 - SAS
T - RSD "MY ROLE AS A TEACHER" Sub-Scale
P m RSD "MY PRINCIPAL" Sub-Scale
S m RSD "MY STUDENTS" Sub-Scale
F m RSD "PARENTS ARE" Sub-Scale
0 m RSD "OTHER TEACHERS ARE" Sub-Scale
RSD m Total RSD ( T + P + S + F + 0 )
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TABLE A-6
In tercorrelat ions Between F id e l i ty  of Supervision, Teacher Autonomy 
And Environmental Robustness For Teachers 
In High Achieving Schools
P1E P1 P2 T P S F 0 RSD
P1A .51 .85 .23 .42 .42 .19 .11 .26 .39
P1B .34
o00 .36 .38 .51 .07 .12 .17 .36
P1C .30 .82 .07 .36 .33 - .0 5 .04 .16 .23
P1D .28 .70 .24 .40 .41 - .0 4 COo1 .17 .24
P1E .42 .13 .36 .29 .26 - .0 2 .26 .31
P1 .22 .52 .53 .11 .17 .31 .46
P2 .28 .46 .27 .22 .27 .41
T .59 .42 .41 .64 .83
P .22 .44 .49 .76




C  ( .05 )  -  .22
r
C  ( .0 1 )  -  .29
r
C  ( .001) .36
P1A FOSS Orientat ion Sub-Scale
P1B - FOSS Observation Sub-Scale
P1C - FOSS Conference Sub-Scale
P1D m FOSS Follow-Up/Support Sub-Scale
P1E m FOSS Att i tude Sub-Scale
P1 - FOSS Total Supervision (P1A + P1B + P1C)
P2 - SAS
T - RSD "MY ROLE AS A TEACHER" Sub-Scale
P - RSD "MY PRINCIPAL" Sub-Scale
S - RSD "MY STUDENTS" Sub-Scale
F - RSD "PARENTS ARE" Sub-Scale
0 - RSD "OTHER TEACHERS ARE" Sub-Scale
RSD - Total RSD (T + P + S + F + 0)
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The role of the building principal is receiving added emphasis in 
these times of educational reform. With the approval of your school 
district, this survey investigates the relationship between teachers' 
perceptions of the role of the principal as a supervisor of instruction, 
the principal’s vision, teacher work autonomy and environmental 
robustness in schools with varying achievement and SES levels. 
Participation is voluntary and respondent anonymity is, of course, 
guaranteed. The number on the return envelope is not used to identify 
schools, but to follow-up on schools who have not returned data.
This study will involve you and the professional staff of your 
school. The teaching faculty will be asked to complete a short survey 
which will require about twenty minutes of their time. The principal is 
requested to complete one short form (Form P) and return it to the 
school secretary, sealed, in the enclosed envelope.
The results of this survey will be available to your school 
district. Although neither you, your staff, nor your school will be 
identified, the results will provide you with a useful view of the 
relations between the work orientations of principals and teachers and 
school climate.
Please do everything you can to assure that all teachers 
voluntarily complete and return this survey. Thank you very much.
Sincerely,
Sue Street
Counselor Education Educational Research Methodology Educational Technology Educational Foundations
and Supervision 11 IE Peabody Hall H ID  I’eabody Hall D IG  I’eabodv Hall
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In this age of educational reform, 
state governing bodies and school systems 
have devised and implemented various 
programs aimed at upgrading education. The 
classroom teacher and the building principal 
are often focal points of these efforts. 
Many of the reforms are initiated with 
worthy intentions, but most yield 
unanticipated consequences. Conducting 
research to examine the processes that take 
place in schools is imperative to the 
planning of future reform efforts by both 
state governing bodies and school districts.
I, too, have been a classroom teacher 
in public schools for ten years and am 
acutely aware of the scarcity of time 
available to conduct the activities of 
teaching. However, as a researcher, who has 
been active in the everyday life of schools, 
I realize the extreme importance of bridging 
the gap between the worlds of educational 
research and educational practice. 
Obtaining input from people in the schools 
is an essential means to this end. My 
intent is to convince you of the pro­
fessional importance of contributing your 
views on surveys such as the following. 
Responses to such surveys provide meaningful
and insightful data which is useful to both 
school districts and educational governing 
bodies.
This study is being conducted in the 
elementary schools in your school district. 
It will require about twenty minutes of your 
time. All respondents are guaranteed 
anonymity. Survey forms should be completed 
and sealed in the envelopes provided. 
Please return the sealed envelopes to your 
administration office within three days 
after receiving the survey packet.
Your professional cooperation is 
requested. The time and effort you expend 
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RESPONDENT DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
Please place a check ( ) as indicated. All
responses are strictly confidential and will 
provide important background information for 
the interpretation of the survey results. 
Thank you for your assistance.
1. At what level do you teach?
 ___ K - 2
  3 - 5
  6 - 7
  Other
2. How is your school organized?
  Self-contained Classrooms
  Partially Departmentalized
______ Departmentalized
3. Background Information:
Sex:______ M   F
  Years Teaching Experience




21 - 30   51 - 60
31 - 40 61 and Over
  4 1 - 5 0
5. Supervision Information:
A. How many times have you been
observed by a principal/assistant 
principal:
This Year? ______ Last Year?  ____
PLEASE NOTE THAT THE RESPONSES ON THE FIRST 
OPINIONAIRE REFLECT YOUR LAST CLASSROOM 





PART I: . OPINIONAIRE
Purpose: This opinionaire is designed to
collect information on certain aspects of 
supervision as practiced by principals 
and/or assistant principals.
Explanation of Terms - The terms listed 
below identify and define four important 
phases of the supervisory process as 
performed by the principal/assistant 
principal as a supervisor of instruction.
1. Orientation - Preparing the teachers 
for supervision by explaining the 
program to be used.
2. Observation - Gathering data in which 
fKe principal/assistant principal is 
physically present in the teacher•s 
environment.
3. Conference - Sharing data with the 
teacher in which the principal/ 
assistant principal discusses what has 
been observed and concluded relative to 
the teacher's work.
4 . Follow-up/Support - Guiding, observing 
progress, and providing the materials, 
training, and leadership needed by the 
teacher.
SECTIONS A THRU D - Directions: You are 
asked to respond to eacE of the following 
statements by circling "Y" for YES or "N" 
for NO. "First, indicate whether your 
principal/assistant principal demonstrates 
each behavior. Second, if you circles YES 
to any item, please rate the effectiveness 
of the behavior by circling one of the 
following:
IE = INEFFECTIVE,* E * EFFECTIVE;
HE = HIGHLY EFFECTIVE
A. ORIENTATION
The principal/assistant principal:
Y N 1. Explained the type IE E HE
of teaching skills/ 
behavior that;would 
be expected of me on 
the job.
Y N 2. Provided me with an IE E HE
adequate amount of 
information to become 
familiar with the 
supervisory process.
Y N 3. Explained the IE E HE
effects that the 
supervisory program 
might have on my 
status as a teacher.
-4-
Y N 4. Demonstrated a IE E HE
professional atti­
tude toward me dur­
ing the supervisory 
process.
Y N 5. Hade efforts to IE E HE






Y N 6. Conducted a brief IE E HE
interview with me 
immediately prior 
to the observation.
Y N 7. Spent at least the IE E HE
required amount of 
time in observing 
my teaching.
Y N 8. Allowed me to IE E HE
clarify, if needed, 
any aspects of the 
observation immedi­
ately after it was 
completed.
5-
Y N 9. Seemed to collect IE E HE
adequate data by 
writing notes during 
the observation.
Y N 10. Observed unobtrus- IE E HE
ively by refraining 
from interaction 





Y N 11. Conducted the con- IE E HE
ference soon enough 
after the observation 
to make it profess­
ionally meaningful.
Y N 12. Pointed out my IE E HE
strengths as a 
teacher based on 
the data collected 
from the observation.
Y N 13. Identified areas in IE E HE
which my teaching 
could be improved 
based on the data 




y N 14. Described proced- IE E HE
ures/strategies for 
me to use to improve 
my teaching.
y N 15 . Interacted with IE E HE





y N 16. Held a subsequent IE E HE
discussion about 
the things that were 
noted in the formal 
conference.
y N 17. Arranged/provided IE E HE
for additional pro­
fessional develop­
ment activities to 
help me improve my 
teaching.





Y N 19. Provided adequate IE E HE
assistance in pro­
curing/selecting 
materials and/or aids 
needed for instruction.
Y N 20. Conducted follow-up IE E HE
observations of my 
teaching to monitor 
my professional de­
velopment/performance .
PART E - Directions: Circle the appropriate
letter(s) fo the right of each statement 
which best reflects your opinion of the
assessment/superv is ion program in your 
school. Each item is independent of all 
others. The key to the answer grid is as 
follows:
SD = STRONGLY DISAGREE; A * AGREE;
D » DISAGREE; SA = STRONGLY AGREE
21. The supervision SD D A SA
program is useful
in improving my work.
22. The process by which SD D A SA
the program was
developed was fair.
23. My principal/assistant SD D A SA
principal has a good
attitude about the 
supervision process.
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24. The supervision process SD D
in the school is admin­
istered fairly.
25. The supervision program SD D
is effective in determin­
ing who needs help.
26. The supervision program SD D
is effective in determin­
ing who is an effective 
teacher.
27. My principal/assistant SD D
principal was an
objective supervisor.
28. The principal/assistant SD D
principal's observation
was thorough.
29. The principal/assistant . SD D
principal's follow-up on
the initial observations 
was effective.
30. I like the supervisory SD D












PART II: FORM "T"
I Directions: There are 17 statements about
"vision" in this questionnaire. For our 
purposes, vision is defined as an image one 
might have about what one's school should be 
like. You are to decide which statements 
below are true and which .are false.
Circle *T" (true) if you think a state­
ment is true or mostly true of vision in 
your school. Circle "F* (false) if you 
think the statement is false or mostly false 
in regard to vision in your school.
T F My principal regularly emphasizes
the importance of doing what is 
right for all children in this 
school.
T F My principal has a vision of what
this school ought to be.
If you have answered "false" to either of 
these questions, DO NOT answer the remaining 
questions on this form and proceed to Part 
III.
T F This vision can be achieved.
T F This vision serves the best
interests of all the children in 
this school.
*iT F I share in this vision. 
|i - io -
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T P I have accepted this vision of my own
free will.
T F My principal effectively exchanges
ideas with teachers to achieve this 
vision.
T P My principal effectively exchanges
ideas with students to achieve this 
vision.
T F My principal effectively exchanges
ideas with parents to achieve this 
vision.
T F My principal effectively exchanges
ideas with my superiors to achieve 
this vision.
T F My principal effectively exchangee
ideas with members of the community 
to achieve this vision.
T F My principal regularly encourages
teachers to make personal sacrifices 
to accomplish this vision.
T F My principal regularly encourages
other members of the school-community 
to make personal sacrifices tc 
accomplish this vision.
-11-
T P I make personal sacrifices to
accomplish this vision.
T F Other members of the school
community regularly make personal 
sacrifices to accomplish this 
vision.
T F My principal regularly makes
personal sacrifices to accomplish 
this vision.
T F My school is making meaningful
progress toward accomplishing our 
vision.
-12-
PART III. TEACHER SURVEY
Directions: For the following items pleas*
indicate the extent to which each describe: 
your feelings about your work in thi: 
school. Please circle one response. Us* 
the following response key:
SD » STRONGLY DISAGREE; A = AGREE;
D * DISAGREE; SA * STRONGLY AGREE
1. On the whole, my SD D A SA
students and I can
establish the rhythm of 
daily activities rather 
than have it determined 
for us by people or 
events outside the 
classroom.
2. Generally speaking, I SD D A SA
believe I can decide my
own pace of work as a. 
teacher.
3. Much of the time I SD D A SA
feel pressed by the
daily schedule.
4. In my present job I SD D A SA
feel relatively free to





•• • • • : •
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5. Curriculum guides SD D
exert an uncomfortable 
influence on what I teach.
6. I sense pressure from SD D
the administration con­
cerning how I spend my
time in class.
7. In this school a SD D
teacher has to look
busy when he is on 
duty, even when there 
is nothing urgent to do.
8. I am so tied down to SD D
my classroom that I
would find it hard to 
take a short break from 
the kids, even if I 
really needed to.
9. Aside from things SD D
which lie in myself,
there is little that 
holds me back from 
doing a good job of 
teaching.
10. I simply cannot find SD D
the time I need in 
this school to do the 
kind of teaching I know 











11. I feel as though I can 
decide which students 
I will work closely 
with in my classroom.
12. I rarely have a chance 
to use the teaching 
methods I think work 
best for me.
13. I feel free to try out 
new teaching ideas 
with my classes.
14. Generally speaking, I 
feel as though the 
teaching techniques I 
can use are closely 
controlled in this 
school.
15. School funds permit­
ting, I believe I am 
perfectly free to use 
whatever instructional 
materials I think will 
work with my class.
16. This school exerts an 
excessive influence on 
the discipline measures 
I can use in the 
classroom.
SD D A S;
SD D A Si
SD D A S/
SD D A Si
SD D A SI








I would have uneasy SD D A SA
feelings if I gave un­
usually high (or low) 
grades to my classes, 
even though I had sound 
reasons of my own for 
doing so.
I feel I have little SD D A SA
say over how the pro­
gress of my students 
is to be judged.
I am confident that SD D A SA
the principal trusts my 
judgment when it comes 
to evaluating class 
performance of students.
I feel that in this SD D A SA
school I must abide
by someone else's
ideas on how 1 should
grade my own students.
This is one school, SD D A SA
at least, in which I
do not feel as though
someone were peering
over my shoulder at
the way I teach.
I feel free to say SD D A SA
whatever I wish to my 




23. Z must constantly be on SD D 
guard here against doing
or saying the wrong 
things in my teaching.
24. A lot of the time I SD D
have the idea that
other teachers want 
to find out what I 
am doing in my class­
room teaching just so 




PART IV: ROBUSTNESS SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL
f Directions: Read each set of adjective
pairs used to describe five aspects of your 
teaching environment. For each adjective 
pair place a "check" in one of the seven 
blanks that is closest to your feelings 
about the particular aspect of your school.
' For example, the adjective pair of "happy" 
and "sad” could be marked as follows:
Happy : : : : : :  Sad
MY ROLE AS A TEACHER IS
BORING : : : : : :  INTERESTING 
FRESH- : : : : : : STALE
MEANINGLESS : : : : : : MEANINGFUL
IMPORTANT : UNIMPORTANT
USUAL : : : : : : UNUSUAL
POWERFUL : : : : : : WEAK
PASSIVE : : : : : : ACTIVE
THRILLING : : : : : : QUIETING
UNEVENTFUL : : : : : : ACTIONPACKED
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PLOT OF P2 WITH RSD SCALES 
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Append i x F
Survey Return Rates by Schools
School D is t r i c t  #1
School Kb. Sent No. Returned %
1 14 9 64
2 22 19 86
3 39 28 72
4 22 12 55
5 43 39 91
6 41 10 24
7 29 27 93
8 23 21 91
9 20 18 90
10 20 17 85
School D is t r i c t  #2
1 28 20 33
2 25 12 48
3 20 15 75
4 20 9 45
5 25 5 20
6 18 14 78
7 11 10 91
8 10 4 40
9 31 28 90
























D is t r i c t  #2 135
D is t r i c t  #























SchooI Distr  let *3
136l
School No. Sent No. Returned %
12 41 12 29
13 20 6 30
14 41 22 54
15 30 15 50
16 27 11 40
17 46 27 59
18 16 34 47
19 100 45 45
20 47 45 96
21 33 20 61
22 49 20 41
23 28 23 82
24 51 31 61
25 35 18 51
26 19 10 53
Appendix G-. Descriptive S ta t is t ic s  of Variables By Schools 
School D is t r i c t  #1 FOSS FOSS-E
School N __M S.D. N __M S.D.
1 9 28.89 10.26 8 28.50 1 .85
2 19 36.52 14.15 18 29.50 4.85
3 26 34.65 10.64 27 29.37 4.92
4 11 45.82 4.14 12 29.33 8.80
5 34 40.50 13.41 37 32.05 5.81
6 9 34.56 9.76 10 30.50 5.28
7 27 39.33 12.64 26 31 .19 5.19
8 21 35.33 11 .68 21 27.90 4.18
9 18 34.94 15.23 18 28.94 3.80
10 13 31.31 19.98 14 28.29 8.12
SchooI D is t r i c t  *2
1 20 36.75 15.62 20 29.05 5.56
2 12 40.50 19.59 12 31 .92 7.50
3 15 41 .00 10.30 15 31 .87 5.58
4 8 32.50 13.35 9 28.89 4.68
5 4 35.25 10.34 5 26.80 4.87
6 14 42.79 15.63 14 31 .00 8.25
7 8 38.27 5.85 9 31 .89 4.23
8 4 50.50 9.40 4 34.75 3.40
9 26 34.69 11 .85 28 31 .75 6.01
10 4 32.25 6.02 4 30.75 1 .50
11 8 38.88 10.18 8 28.25 4.59
12 13 41 .69 11 .41 14 30.71 6.58
13 15 32.00 10.45 15 27.93 3.59
























JN __M S.D. N __M
8 32.88 4.09 9 30.44
18 42.72 14.93 18 30.11
7 34.57 5.65 8 31 .12
18 33.11 14.05 18 28.44
16 35.44 17.09 17 30.41
17 45.65 13.44 17 31 .35
14 41 .29 14.92 15 30.73
let #3
34 34.12 16.15 33 28.69
12 35.16 8.13 12 28.50
14 43.93 16.01 14 32.14
30 40.87 12.02 29 30.34
22 37.32 13.94 22 28.41
25 45.76 13.79 24 31 .50
12 34.33 11 .04 12 29.33
17 33.00 18.55 17 27.24
10 40.70 11 .80 10 30.40
29 32.10 13.31 29 25.48
23 38.04 14.06 23 28.56
6 33.17 15.28 6 28.33
6 28.66 7.74 6 28.00
21 38.95 14.52 21 29.90
15 41 .93 8.28 15 30.93
11 31 .63 10.86 11 30.55
27 31 .11 14.43 27 26.78
16 43.94 15.29 16 b3 44
Schoo1 _N __M S.D. N __M
13!
S.D.
19 45 33.27 13.84 45 27.76 6.51
20 38 31 .39 14.96 39 27.41 6.58
21 19 33.16 18.26 19 26.32 6.67
22 20 41.60 9.19 20 28.90 6.70
23 17 35.24 15.09 17 30.94 4.34
24 28 33.50 11 .95 28 27.11 6.67
25 18 46.06 10.01 18 30.89 6.96
26 10 37.30 10.53 10 28.40 4.09
School D is t r i c t  #1 SAS RSD-T
School N M S.D. N __M S.D.
1 9 54.56 2.83 9 33.00 14.47
2 19 61 .52 12.10 19 38.47 13.35
3 28 53.75 6.79 28 41 .14 10.75
4 13 55.15 4.10 13 41 .77 10.07
5 37 52.76 5.71 37 41 .73 6.86
6 9 57.22 2.54 10 33.40 18.21
7 27 56.85 2.49 27 40.15 12.79
8 21 55.67 3.74 21 43.76 6.00
9 18 56.55 2.83 18 43.39 5.30
10 14 56.43 2.74 14 41 .79 5.95
SchooI D is t r i c t  #2
1 20 56.20 4.23 20 42.60 5.92
2 12 56.33 2.93 12 34.58 17.71
3 15 55.20 5.03 15 33.47 16.97

























_N __M S.D. N M S.D.
5 55.80 2.59 5 45.80 5.40
14 53.43 6.05 14 37.43 10.99
9 53.11 5.49 9 35.00 5.55
4 55.50 1 .73 4 41 .25 4.35
28 56.89 2.33 28 39.29 13.28
4 58.00 0.00 4 33.75 13.52
8 57.87 2.70 8 41 .13 6.20
14 58.93 3.43 14 35.64 9.63
15 55.33 3.54 15 42.33 7.15
12 55.17 2.86 12 27.33 20.32
9 52.22 6.53 9 37.22 12.37
19 54.32 3.48 19 35.52 10.87
8 54.88 3.87 8 41 .75 9.59
18 54.11 5.44 18 32.78 14.05
17 56.88 31 .12 17 41 .76 7.30
17 55.71 5.25 17 34.88 14.47
15 51.53 11.78 15 37.87 13.16
■let #3
34 54.29 6.03 38 33.60 16.46
12 54.50 5.98 12 42.50 5.68
13 54.00 5.92 14 36.29 15.11
30 53.17 4.98 31 39.77 15.07
22 48.95 10.03 22 42.23 10.47
24 53.21 10.66 25 36.88 14.09
12 57.58 2.27 12 45.17 6.18
17 54.94 4.58 17 40.76 5.54
School D is t r i c t  #3 141
School _N M S.D. _N M S.D.
9 10 51 .10 7.50 10 37.10 11 .79
10 29 53.14 4.56 29 39.24 6.89
11 23 52.87 5.40 23 38.43 9.26
12 6 55.33 5.32 6 32.83 17.86
13 6 58.83 2.66 6 39.17 4.71
14 21 54.29 6.55 21 43.24 9.25
15 15 54.27 3.31 15 44.87 5.48
16 11 55.45 6.55 11 42.55 6.11
17 27 53.63 5.40 27 40.89 9.01
18 16 53.94 6.05 16 42.88 5.98
19 44 54.27 4.34 45 38.98 11 .04
20 34 52.03 13.04 34 29.93 19.54
21 20 54.65 7.47 20 40.35 9.44
22 19 52.79 9.31 20 33.30 14.30
23 17 54.41 5.26 17 42.53 6.62
24 28 53.32 4.19 28 37.68 7.04
25 18 56.61 3.90 18 44.89 5.25
26 10 56.40 2.41 10 41 .80 5.63
SchooI D i s t r i c t  w1 RSD-P RSD-S
1 9 37.78 15.01 9 37.89 16.81
2 19 41 .00 16.15 19 36.74 14.07
3 28 39.07 12.20 28 39.92 13.01
4 13 31 .54 15.00 13 39.38 8.22
5 37 39.92 19.72 37 40.49 11 .56
6 10 31 .60 17.30 10 33.30 17.93
School D is t r i c t  #1 RSD--P RSD-S
142
Schoo1 _N __M S.D. __N __M S.D.
7 27 39.15 13.65 27 36.81 11 .62
8 21 38.38 10.55 21 41 .24 10.66
9 18 40.11 7.94 18 40.33 4.26
10 14 37.78 13.53 14 37.35 11 .98
SchooI D l s t r l e t  #2
_1 20 39.55 10.94 20 38.70 10.55
2 12 31 .50 17.59 12 28.33 15.32
3 15 35.60 15.62 15 35.13 13.34
4 9 34.67 13.16 9 33.56 14.17
5 5 33.60 19.26 5 37.40 21 .65
6 14 35.07 15.19 14 34.36 15.47
7 9 33.33 11 .77 9 36.67 9.26
8 4 39.50 4.20 4 40.75 3.30
9 28 36.11 14.72 28 38.21 11 .80
10 4 46.00 9.49 4 42.00 4.08
11 Pw 35.50 17.66 8 36.88 15.55
12 14 31.93 16.73 14 33.36 18.16
13 15 41 .27 12.89 15 36.20 12.27
14 12 22.67 18.31 12 23.92 18.30
15 9 37.78 7.03 9 37.56 6.97
16 19 27.11 15.36 19 35.42 12.28
17 8 38.88 8.03 8 42.63 7.23
18 18 29.33 15.11 18 33.11 16.63
19 17 41 .65 6.67 17 40.59 6.75
20 17 34.18 15.22 17 32.41 14.70
School D is t r i c t  #2 RSD--P RSD-S
143 - ►-
School _N __M S.D. __N __M S.D.
21 15 38.60 11 .96 15 39.73 13.58
School D is t r i c t  4*3
1 38 33.61 16.85 38 43.47 16.42
2 12 42.67 6.24 12 41 .08 5.28
3 14 38.71 16.01 14 37.07 14.86
4 31 37.58 13.67 31 35.71 15.19
5 22 41 .32 11.12 22 40.45 10.60
6 25 33.88 16.19 25 35.40 14.85
7 12 41 .92 7.55 12 45.58 6.39
8 17 34.76 11 .32 17 39.41 6.92
9 10 34.50 14.78 10 36.90 16.47
10 29 29.72 14.87 29 37.59 12.77
11 23 35.30 12.07 23 36.91 11.10
12 6 36.50 19.04 6 34.00 17.44
13 6 43.00 4.15 6 42.33 3.50
14 21 36.76 14.78 21 36.10 14.54
15 15 45.27 5.51 15 43.27 5.28
16 11 40.09 9.32 11 43.09 9.26
17 27 40.96 12.01 27 40.70 9.05
18 16 41 .25 4.97 16 42.06 5.22
19 45 32.15 14.30 45 35.47 13.43
20 45 32.53 12.45 45 29.43 19.77
21 20 43.55 8.12 20 40.45 10.18
22 20 31.35 15.05 20 31.95 17.92
23 17 39.53 11 .80 17 40.35 11 .85
Schoo1 D is t r l e t  #3 RSD--P RSD-S
School _N __M S.D. __N __M S.D.
24 28 37.11 7.45 28 41 .25 9.09
25 18 40.56 12.72 18 39.56 10.81
26 10 44.60 5.25 10 39.40 6.17
School D is t r ic t  #1 RSD--0 RSD-TOT
School N __M S.D. __N M S.D.
1 9 40.00 17.40 9 148.67 59.20
2 19 36.89 14.63 19 153.11 50.01
3 28 39.93 14.13 28 160.17 42.13
4 13 37.54 16.25 13 150.23 39.54
5 37 42.43 12.44 37 164.57 35.70
6 10 32.90 17.58 10 131.20 70.06
7 27 37.22 13.72 27 153.78 48.85
8 21 39.76 10.66 21 163.14 31 .88
9 18 40.78 2.82 18 164.61 13.49
10 14 39.93 13.08 14 156.86 35.33
School D is t r ic t  #2 RSD-■0 RSD-TOT
SchooI Ji M S.D. __N __M S.D.
1 20 40.15 10.91 20 161.00 29.80
2 12 29.75 17.66 12 124.17 65.62
3 15 37.80 16.04 15 142.00 56.03
4 9 39.00 13.92 9 143.89 46.46
5 5 35.40 20.51 5 152.20 65.80
6 14 37.64 17.67 14 144.50 57.98
7 9 35.89 15.73 9 140.89 33.02
8 4 47.25 9.71 4 168.75 17.97
School D ls t r l e t  #2 RSD--0 RSD-TOT
School _N M S.D. N M S.D.
9 28 38.32 12.64 28 151.93 48.77
10 4 31 .50 7.14 4 163.25 27.23
11 8 37.88 16.30 8 152.38 48.05
12 14 30.21 15.35 14 131.14 55.81
13 15 34.47 14.64 15 154.26 36.29
14 12 25.92 17.29 12 99.83 66.46
15 9 40.89 8.37 9 153.44 24.21
16 19 31 .00 17.33 19 129.05 44.02
17 8 37.00 7.56 8 160.25 27.11
18 18 30.94 15.59 18 126.17 58.68
19 17 41 .12 8.94 17 165.12 22.52
20 17 36.18 17.43 17 137.65 60.13
21 15 41 .20 12.47 15 157.40 48.96
School D is t r i c t  #3
_1 38 32.10 16.63 38 133.74 65.51
2 12 36.00 13.40 12 162.25 21 .60
3 14 36.86 16.10 14 148.93 59.37
4 31 36.97 16.17 31 150.13 54.87
5 22 40.36 10.48 22 164.36 38.73
6 25 35.84 15.91 25 142.00 55.98
7 12 42.33 8.7 12 175.00 21 .24
8 17 37.11 10.42 17 152.06 27.84
9 10 37.60 15.23 10 146.10 48.96
10 29 33.55 13.66 29 140.10 38.48
11 23 37.91 14.08 23 148.56 41 .39
l * t u
School D Is t r l e t  #3 RSD--0 RSD-TOT
School _N __M S.D. __N M S.D.
12 6 26.33 20.65 6 129.67 67.11
13 6 28.67 7.69 6 163.17 12.22
14 21 37.52 16.10 21 153.62 44.16
15 15 44.07 8.40 15 177.47 15.64
16 11 39.00 15.56 11 164.73 33.02
17 27 40.70 10.35 27 163.26 35.45
18 16 42.38 5.06 16 168.56 15.10
19 45 35.93 16.32 45 142.53 47.36
20 45 35.69 18.82 45 128.09 59.62
21 20 35.25 17.37 20 159.60 37.80
22 20 30.95 17.81 20 127.55 59.75
23 17 40.71 12.55 17 163.12 36.73
24 28 41.03 8.02 28 157.07 6.07
25 18 39.33 11 .26 18 164.33 33.93
26 10 41 .10 1.91 10 166.90 13.13
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